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MORE  AND  BETTER  SCHOLARSHIPS  BEING  OFFERED  BY  THE 
NATIONAL  FEDERATION  OF  THE  BLIND 


The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind 
strives,  in  every  way  that  it  can,  to  promote 
its  goals  of  security,  equality,  and  opportu- 
nity for  the  blind.  This  includes  the  award- 
ing of  an  increasing  number  of  scholarships 
to  blind  students.  Although  (to  some  extent) 
all  of  the  states  fund  college  students  through 
their  rehabilitation  agencies,  some  do  better 
than  others.  This  year,  at  its  National  Con- 
vention in  Baltimore  in  July,  the  National 
Federation  of  the  Blind  is  offering  four 
scholarships:  the  Howard  Brown  Rickard 
Scholarship,  $1,200;  the  Charles  Albert 
Kuchler  Scholarship,  $500;  and  two  Her- 
mione  Grant  Calhoun  Scholarships,  each 
for  $2,500. 

In  her  will  Dr.  Isabelle  Grant  left  $35,000 
to  the  NFB  as  a  perpetual  scholarship  fund. 
The  will  states:  "The  interest  from  said 
sum  shall  be  used  for  annual  scholarships 
for  blind  female  students  for  education  at 
the  college  level,  said  fund  to  be  known  as 
the  Hermione  Grant  Calhoun  Scholarship." 
Interest  rates  being  what  they  are,  two  very 
excellent  scholarships  can  be  offered  at  this 
summer's  convention.  As  has  been  said, 
each  will  be  in  the  amount  of  $2,500.  To  be 
eligible  an  individual  must  be  female  and 
must  be  attending  (or  planning  to  attend) 
a  college  or  university. 

The  Howard  Brown  Rickard  Scholarship, 
awarded  by  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind,  is  an  annual  grant  of  $1 ,200  present- 
ed at  the  NFB  National  Convention.  Only 
students  in  certain  fields  of  study  are  eligi- 
ble because  the  donor  of  the  scholarship 


wanted  to  encourage  the  blind  to  enter  those 
fields.  The  scholarship  was  established  by  a 
bequest  of  Thomas  E.  Rickard  in  honor  of 
his  father,  Howard  Brown  Rickard.  Any 
legally  blind  university  student  in  the  pro- 
fessions of  law,  medicine,  engineering, 
architecture,  or  the  natural  sciences,  in- 
cluding undergraduates  in  these  fields,  is 
eligible  to  apply. 

The  Charles  Albert  Kuchler  Scholarship 
is  a  scholarship  created  by  Mrs.  Kuchler  in 
honor  of  her  husband,  who  was  the  first 
blind  student  to  graduate  from  Cornell 
University  at  Ithaca,  New  York.  Mr.  Kuch- 
ler was  also  the  father  of  Junerose  Killian, 
a  strong  member  of  the  NFB  of  Connect- 
icut. The  scholarship  is  a  $500  grant  awarded 
to  a  blind  student  enrolled  in  any  field  of 
study  at  Cornell. 

To  obtain  an  application  form  for  any  of 
these  scholarships,  write  to  the  Reverend 
Howard  E.  May,  RFD  2— Clint  Eldridge 
Road,  West  Willington,  Connecticut  06279. 
The  deadline  for  applications  is  June  1st. 

An  individual  must:  (a)  be  recommended 
by  the  state  affiliate  of  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind  where  he  or  she  lives, 
goes  to  school,  or  is  planning  to  go  to  school; 
and  (b)  attend  the  NFB  Convention  at  which 
the  scholarship  is  to  be  awarded. 

Application  forms  are  available  from 
Reverend  Howard  May,  at  the  address  given 
above.  The  application  must  be  filled  out 
completely  and  returned  to  Reverend  May 
by  June  1,  1981. 
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MORE  ABOUT  THE  NATIONAL  CONVENTION  IN  BALTIMORE 

bvKENNETH  lERNICAN 


Several  things  about  this  summer's  con- 
vention will  be  different  from  past  years, 
and  I  am  writing  this  article  to  tell  you  about 
them.  In  the  first  place  we  are  planning  one 
of  the  most  exciting  activities  we  have  ever 
had.  Early  Wednesday  morning,  July  8,  we 
will  all  go  down  to  Washington,  probably 
by  chartered  train.  In  our  thousands  we  will 
form  up  on  the  Capitol  steps  and  speak 
with  Congressmen  and  Senators.  Then  (if 
our  current  plan  remains  unchanged)  we 
will  parade  to  the  White  House  and,  hope- 
fully, meet  President  Reagan.  It  will  be  the 
largest  group  of  blind  people  ever  to  assem- 
ble in  our  nation's  Capital.  Not  only  should 
it  be  an  exciting  and  interesting  day  but  also 
a  visible  demonstration  to  the  government 
and  the  nation  that  we  are  a  force  to  be 
reckoned  with,  the  blind  on  the  move  speak- 
ing for  ourselves. 

You  will  want  to  get  to  Baltimore  early, 
for  we  will  spend  the  day  Saturday,  July  4, 
visiting  the  National  Center  for  the  Blind. 
As  you  know,  we  own  the  entire  city  block, 
and  all  of  our  activities  headquarter  there. 
You  will  be  able  to  see  our  various  aids  and 
appliances,  our  tape  duplicating  and  com- 
puter operations,  our  office  space,  our 
meeting  rooms,  the  JOB  activities,  and  all 
of  the  rest.  It  will  be  the  first  full-fledged 
activity  of  this  summer's  convention.  There 
will  be  good  food  and  plenty  of  activity.  This 
complex  of  buildings  is  ours.  It  belongs  to  us, 
to  the  blind  of  the  nation.  It  is  now  com- 
pletely paid  for.  There  is  no  other  facility 
like  it  in  the  country.  It  is  unique.  So  come 
and  inspect  your  property — property  which 
you  and  the  rest  of  us  own.  I  know  that  you 
will  feel  pride  in  what  you  see. 

There  will  be  a  number  of  changes  in  the 
convention  program  and  procedures  this 
year.  Although  the  agenda  is  not  yet  final- 
ized, most  (perhaps  all)  of  Friday,  July  10, 


will  be  taken  up  with  resolutions  and  other 
internal  business.  This  is  necessary  because 
of  the  lack  of  time  for  the  discussion  of  re- 
solutions we  have  experienced  at  the  last 
two  conventions.  We  must  allow  opport- 
unity for  full  and  thorough  deliberation, 
and  this  seems  the  best  way  to  do  it. 

Speaking  of  resolutions,  there  will  be 
other  changes.  As  we  have  grown  larger 
and  as  more  resolutions  have  been  present- 
ed, some  of  the  methods  of  the  past  are  no 
longer  workable.  The  Resolutions  Commit- 
tee will  follow  its  usual  custom  of  meeting 
at  one  o'clock  Sunday  afternoon,  July  5. 
However,  no  resolution  will  be  considered 
by  the  Committee  which  has  not  been  pre- 
sented in  draft  form  to  the  Chairman  by 
two  o'clock  Sunday  afternoon.  This  year's 
Chairman  will  be  Mr.  Rami  Rabby,  136 
East  55th  Street,  #8E,  New  York,  New  York 
10022.  Resolutions  may  be  mailed  between 
now  and  the  convention  to  the  National 
Office  in  Baltimore  or  to  Mr.  Rabby.  Of 
course,  they  may  also  be  given  to  Mr.  Rabby 
at  the  convention  before  the  Committee 
convenes,  or  they  may  be  brought  to  the 
meeting  at  one  o'clock  Sunday  afternoon. 
Since  this  notice  is  being  put  in  the  Monitor 
and  since  it  has  been  discussed  on  the  pre- 
sidential releases,  it  should  not  create  any 
hardship  for  anyone.  Quite  the  contrary.  It 
will  enable  the  Committee  to  do  its  work 
more  efficiently,  and  it  will  mean  that  reso- 
lutions will  receive  more  deliberation  and 
be  more  carefully  thought  out.  I  emphasize 
that  draft  resolutions  must  be  presented  to 
the  Committee  in  writing,  not  verbally. 

Of  course,  resolutions  may  also  come  to 
the  convention  floor  through  the  Board  of 
Directors,  and  this  practice  will  continue 
unchanged.  However,  such  resolutions  are 
the  exception,  not  the  rule.  They  are  cus- 
tomarily only  presented  by  the  administra- 
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tion  as  matters  of  major  policy  so  that  the 
delegates  will  be  able  to  hear  and  deliberate 
on  them  prior  to  their  presentation  to  the 
convention. 

There  will  also  be  a  change  this  year  with 
respect  to  drawings  and  raffles.  Raffle 
tickets  may  not  be  sold  in  the  registration 
area  and  drawings  on  raffles  may  not  be 
done  during  convention  sessions  or  at  the 
banquet.  These  rules  do  not  apply  to  draw- 
ings conducted  by  national  divisions  or 
committees.  This  policy  is  being  put  into 
effect  as  a  result  of  an  overwhelming  senti- 
ment expressed  by  the  members. 

This  year  we  will  probably  establish  a 
group  or  division  for  government  employ- 
ees, and  there  are  many  other  innovations 
and  exciting  firsts  which  are  planned.  We 
hope  to  have  high-ranking  officials  of  the 
new  Reagan  administration  on  the  program, 
possibly  of  cabinet  rank.  We  also  hope  to 
have  Senators  and  Congressmen  at  the  ban- 
quet. 

It  should  be  the  best  and  most  exciting 
convention  we  have  ever  had,  and  I  hope 
all  of  you  will  get  your  reservations  in  im- 
mediately. Remember  that  you  will  need  to 
present  proof  of  registration  at  the  conven- 
tion in  order  to  get  our  special  hotel  rates 
of  $16.00  singles  and  $21.50  for  doubles 
and  twins.  Do  not  write  or  call  the  hotel  for 


reservations.  For  each  room  that  is  to  be 
reserved  you  will  need  to  send  a  deposit  of 
$20.00.  This  deposit  is  not  refundable,  but 
it  will  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  your 
hotel  bill.  Checks  should  be  made  payable 
to  "Convention  Fund,"  and  requests  for 
reservations  should  be  sent  to  Mrs.  Sharon 
Omvig,  364  Marydell  Road,  Baltimore, 
Maryland  21229.  Mrs.  Omvig's  telephone 
number  is  (301)  644- 8151. 

As  we  said  in  our  earlier  Convention 
Bulletin,  an  important  part  of  our  national 
convention  is  the  door  prizes.  Chapters  and 
affiliates  should  begin  now  to  collect  these. 
In  the  past  we  have  informally  put  a  mini- 
mum value  of  $25.00  on  prizes  but  many 
have  been  worth  considerably  more.  If  you 
wish  to  mail  door  prizes  to  Maryland  be- 
fore this  summer,  send  them  to  Mr.  Willie 
Thompson,  President,  National  Federation 
of  the  Blind  of  Maryland,  3435  Lynn  Haven 
Drive,  Baltimore,  Maryland  21207. 

This  summer  all  roads  lead  to  Baltimore. 
Come  where  the  action  is  and  where  the 
policy  decisions  concerning  the  future  of 
the  blind  are  being  made.  President  Willie 
Thompson  says:  "We  want  all  of  you  to 
come  to  Baltimore  in  1981.  We  will  do  our 
best  to  make  you  welcome  and  to  show  you 
hospitality  and  friendship." 


JOB  OPPORTUNITIES  FOR  THE  BLIND 

A  Step  Closer  to  the  Top  of  the  Stairs 


Job  Opportunities  for  the  Blind  distrib- 
utes information  on  blindness  and  blind 
job  applicants  to  employers  regularly.  This 
develops  specific  work  opportunities  for 
blind  individuals,  and  it  helps  to  improve 
the  climate  in  this  country  for  the  employ- 
ment of  blind  persons.  Printed  below  is 
part  of  the  front  page  of  the  JOB  Bulletin 
Employer's  Edition  for  February,  1981.  Al- 


though not  reprinted  here,  resumes  of  a 
lawyer,  a  biologist,  a  computer  program- 
mer, a  medical  transcription  supervisor/ 
trainer,  and  a  young  woman  in  horse  hus- 
bandry were  included  in  the  Bulletin.  Em- 
ployers who  receive  materials  such  as  this 
are  telling  us  that  they  are  learning  about 
blindness  and  gaining  new  perspective. 
As  JOB  begins  its  second  year  of  opera- 
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tion,  it  continues  to  have  truly  gratifying 
success.  By  February  1,  1981,  75  blind  per- 
sons who  received  assistance  from  JOB  had 
found  competitive  employment  and  853 
had  registered  as  applicants.  Employer 
workshops  and  applicant  seminars  have 
been  held  in  at  least  1 1  states  and  several 
more  are  being  planned.  Within  the  limits 
of  its  resources  JOB  provides  counseling 
and  materials  to  applicants  and  employers 
as  needed.  Here  is  the  front  page  of  the 
Bulletin  as  it  was  mailed: 

JOB  BULLETIN 
EMPLOYER'S  EDITION 

February,  1981 

IF  YOU  WERE  BLIND  you  could  water- 
ski,  bowl,  fish,  and  dance. 

IF  YOU  WERE  BLIND  you  could  cook, 
repair  the  kitchen  sink,  repair  the  children's 
toys,  and  raise  a  garden. 

IF  YOU  WERE  BLIND  you  could  get  a 
good  education,  be  a  responsible  member 
of  the  community,  vote,  and  earn  a  living. 

IF  YOU  WERE  BLIND  you  could  be  a 
secretary,  a  lawyer,  a  machinist,  or  a  farm- 
er. 

IF  YOU  WERE  BLIND  you  could  be  a 
school  teacher,  an  administrator,  a  nurses 
aide,  or  a  salesperson. 

IF  YOU  WERE  BLIND  you  could  do 
the  things  that  are  normal,  productive,  and 
interesting.  You  could— that  is— IF  YOU 
COULD  GET  THE  OPPORTUNITY. 
You  could  succeed  if  you  could  get  some- 
one to  give  you  a  chance. 

The  biggest  problem  faced  by  the  blind  in 


this  country  today  is  not  the  lack  of  eye- 
sight. It  is  the  lack  of  understanding.  All  of 
us — blind  and  sighted  alike — have  been 
taught  from  early  childhood  that  blindness 
is,  perhaps,  the  worst  thing  that  could  pos- 
sibly befall  a  person.  IT  NEED  NOT  BE 
SO!  If  it  is  so,  it  is  because  the  blind  person 
did  not  receive  proper  training  or  opportu- 
nity. The  training  is  increasingly  available. 
The  opportunity  will  come  with  better  under- 
standing. Blindness  affects  only  the  eyes. 
Lack  of  eyesight  has  nothing  to  do  with 
competence,  intelligence,  skills,  aptitudes, 
or  ability  in  general. 

Methods  used  by  the  blind  may  be  some- 
what different — no  less  good — than  those 
used  by  the  sighted.  Techniques  and  tools 
exist  that  are  effective  for  blind  persons. 

BLIND  PERSONS  EXIST  WHO  ARE 
IMPORTANT  TO  YOU  and  the  positions 
for  which  you  are  looking  for  well-quaU- 
fied,  competent  applicants. 

Read  about  Lauren  Eckery.  Mrs.  Eckery 
is  an  attractive,  intelligent,  competent, 
young  woman.  The  job  she  sought  can  easily 
be  done  by  a  blind  person.  There  was  no 
opportunity  for  Mrs.  Eckery  in  the  hospi- 
tals. 

Read  the  sample  resumes  enclosed.  Do 
you  have  a  position  for  which  one  of  these 
persons  is  qualified?  What  other  positions 
do  you  have  open?  Send  listings  of  job  va- 
cancies to  Job  Opportunities  for  the  Blind. 

Duane  Gerstenberger,  Director 
Job  Opportunities  for  the  Blind 
1800  Johnson  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21230 
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TO  GET  THE  BALL  ROLLING  IN  THE  OTHER  DIRECTION 


(Note:  The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind  of  Nebraska  held  its  annual  convention 
at  Lincoln  during  the  weekend  of  December  6,  1980.  Immediately  preceding  the  convention 
(December  5)  a  JOB  (Job  Opportunities  for  the  Blind)  seminar  occurred.  As  part  of  that 
seminar,  the  following  presentation  was  made  by  Laurie  Eckery.) 


I'm  sure  you've  all  heard  the  expression 
"keep  the  ball  rolling."  When  used,  this 
expression  usually  pertains  to  something 
which  is  perceived  as  right,  fair  and  impor- 
tant. For  the  blind,  prejudice  is  like  a  gi- 
gantic crushing  ball  whose  momentum  has 
been  steered  in  the  wrong  direction  for  cen- 
turies. Countless  lives  have  been  knocked 
off  their  course  by  this  momentum.  Job 
Opportunities  for  the  Blind  exists  because 
too  many  blind  people  have  not  been  treated 
in  a  way  that  is  right  or  fair — and  this,  is 
important. 

I  am  here  today  to  relate  a  series  of  events 
in  my  life  which  have  proved  to  me  how 
strongly  ingrained  people's  negative  atti- 
tudes towards  blindness  are  and  the  over- 
whelming power  these  attitudes  have  in  what 
happens  to  an  individual. 

First  let  me  tell  you  of  employment  dis- 
crimination. Three  and  a  half  years  ago  I 
decided  I  wanted  to  work  outside  the  home. 
I  wanted  a  job  in  a  hospital  that  would 
benefit  patients  and  would  also  give  me 
something  worthwhile  to  do.  I  applied  at 
three  hospitals  for  an  entry-level  position 
as  a  sterile  services  technician.  I  intended 
to  start  at  the  bottom  and  work  up.  I  know, 
from  experience  and  have  witnesses  who 
also  know,  that  from  the  outset,  blindness 
was  all  that  was  seen  in  me.  Regardless  of 
the  qualifications  I  had  (and  there  were 
many)  these  were  repeatedly  overlooked 
because  the  employers  and  personnel  people 
I  was  in  contact  with  refused  to  believe  that 
I  really  was  qualified;  that  I  really  could 


perform  the  job;  though  I  might  have  a  few 
different  ways  of  doing  things,  that  my  per- 
formance on  the  job  would  not  necessarily 
be  inferior  to  that  of  a  sighted  person.  Be- 
lieve me,  in  some  cases  they  were  even  un- 
willing to  allow  me  to  be  interviewed.  I  tried 
repeatedly  for  this  job  and  when  that  seemed 
to  get  me  nowhere,  I  decided  to  try  office 
work  though  that  was  not  exactly  what  I 
was  looking  for.  Lo  and  behold,  the  same 
types  of  excuses  came  up  again.  It  appeared 
that,  whatever  I  was  interested  in  doing, 
others  foresaw  failure — without  any  proof, 
of  course.  It  was  like  being  judged  guilty 
before  being  proved  innocent.  I  found  that 
the  people  I  was  dealing  with  in  one  hos- 
pital had  almost  exactly  the  same  opinions 
on  the  matter  as  those  in  another  hospital. 
I  have  no  proof  in  writing,  but  I  know  that 
there  was  communication  between  the  hos- 
pitals. Persons  in  one  hospital  consulted 
with  those  in  another  and  gave  each  other 
moral  support  in  continuing  to  believe  that 
a  blind  person  could  not  handle  the  work. 
I  needed  and  wanted  a  job  and  wasn't  being 
allowed  one  for  the  wrong  reasons.  I  didn't 
know  what  to  do.  One  realization  I  had, 
which  was  something  I  learned  by  being 
involved  in  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind,  was  that  the  terrible  experiences  I 
was  having  were  not  related  to  me  as  a 
person.  Such  things  and  worse  were  hap- 
pening every  day  to  blind  people  all  over 
the  country — all  over  the  world.  I  knew  that 
to  do  nothing  about  this  situation  would 
be  easy  for  me,  but  what  about  all  those 
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Other  people?  Could  I  do  anything  to  help 
the  employment  situation  for  the  blind  in 
general?  Sure  I  could. 

Locally,  the  Nebraska  Equal  Opportu- 
nity Commission  and  nationally  the  Office 
for  Civil  Rights  existed  to  help  people  like 
me.  I  filed  a  complaint  against  one  of  the 
hospitals,  since  after  all,  this  was  the  way 
I  could  get  a  job  and  help  other  blind  people 
besides. 

It  was  not  easy  for  me  to  file  these  com- 
plaints, for  I  had  no  idea  what  the  out- 
comes might  be.  But  I  kept  hearing  all  the 
questions — all  the  questions  that  were  being 
directed  to  me  but  being  asked  about  all 
blind  people:  "How  would  you  get  to  work?" 
(How  did  they  think  I  got  there?)  "How 
could  you  manage  hallways  that  might  be 
slick-hallways — some  of  which  are  short 
and  some  long?  Stairways  that  don't  always 
have  the  same  amount  of  steps  in  them? 
How  could  you  know  your  way  around  a 
nine-story  hospital?  How  would  you  know 
where  to  go?"  I  wonder  what  kind  of  ex- 
tremely sheltered  existence  they  must  have 
thought  I  had  had.  My  world  was  the  same 
as  theirs:  it  had  the  same  diversity  in  floor 
textures,  hall  lengths,  amounts  of  stairs, 
and  outdoors  the  same  kind  of  terrain  they 
dealt  with  including  barricades  and  con- 
struction. They  asked  why  I  couldn't  do 
volunteer  work:  "After  all,  don't  they  have 
pensions  for  you  people?"  Nothing  related 
to  economic  self-reliance,  dignity  or  my 
right  to  do  what  anyone  else  would  do  ever 
occurred  to  them.  Wasn't  I  an  insurance 
risk?  Couldn't  my  presence  bother  a  patient 
to  the  point  of  having  a  heart  attack?  Wouldn't 
it  be  easier  for  me  to . . .  one  thing  or  an- 
other? My  resounding  and  true  answer  to 
all  of  this  was  "No!"  But  I  was  not  be- 
lieved— we  were  not  believed — and  1  filed 
the  complaints. 

Now  let  me  talk  to  you  about  discrimi- 
nation in  handling  a  discrimination  com- 


plaint. Again,  negative  attitudes  about 
blindness  interfered  with  the  work  of  the 
Equal  Opportunity  Commission  in  Nebraska 
and  the  Office  of  Civil  Rights  in  HEW. 
And,  you  guessed  it,  I  really  could  not  get 
assistance  from  this  source.  In  handling  my 
case  the  Nebraska  Equal  Opportunity  Com- 
mission considered  their  investigation  of 
my  complaint  to  be  proper  even  though 
they  consulted  with  the  hospital  but  not 
with  me;  even  though  they  issued  corres- 
pondence to  my  counselor  at  the  Services 
for  the  Visually  Impaired  and  not  to  me; 
and  even  though  they  saw  "Reasonable 
Accommodation"  as  the  primary  concern 
when  it  was  not.  Thus  a  negative  determi- 
nation was  made  by  the  Equal  Opportunity 
Commission  in  this  case.  So  my  questions 
are  now  what  good  is  the  EOC?  Do  they 
know  about  right  and  fair  treatment  for 
the  blind?  Do  they  consider  the  issues  which 
are  really  important  in  a  case  like  mine? 
The  blind  must  work  until  officers  of  the 
Equal  Opportunity  Commission  are  able  to 
deal  with  the  problems  I  confronted.  No 
matter  how  many  cases  it  takes,  we  will  con- 
tinue, and  we  will  be  understood.  Our  prob- 
lems will  be  dealt  with  fairly  by  the  Equal 
Opportunity  Commission  in  Nebraska  and 
other  agencies  similar  to  it. 

This  brought  about  an  onslaught  of  paper- 
work shuffling,  the  passing  of  responsibil- 
ities to  other  people,  all  kinds  of  misinter- 
pretations and  misunderstandings  and  above 
all  a  great  time  lag.  It  was  decided  that  we 
should  have  more  evidence  on  our  side  by 
using  the  testimony  of  "experts"  as  consul- 
tants. They  consulted  with  a  blind  engineer, 
a  legal  firm  and  a  private  rehabilitation 
counselor.  The  legal  firm  turned  out  to  be 
helpful,  but  the  others  did  not  believe  in  the 
ability  of  blind  persons  either.  As  it  stands 
now,  because  of  a  court  decision  related  to 
the  circuit  in  which  my  case  resides,  my 
employment  discrimination  case  has  been 
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put  on  hold.  Who  knows  how  long  it  will 
be  suspended?  Who  knows  if  a  decision  will 
ever  be  made?  And  if  so,  who  knows  what 
the  decision  will  be?  But  I  know  deep  inside 
of  me  that  I  could  have  done  those  jobs  if 
1  had  been  given  the  chance,  and  there  are 
other  blind  persons  who  can  do  those  jobs 
if  we  can  get  them  the  chance.  I  consider 
myself  to  be  lucky,  because  I  have  a  husband 
who  is  employed;  and  because  1  knew  the 
right  person,  I  have  a  job  as  a  secretary. 
In  other  words,  things  could  have  been 
worse  for  me.  What  about  all  those  blind 
people  who  have  no  hope  and  few  dreams? 
Besides,  I  know  that  the  same  things  could 
happen  today  again  and  may.  I  have  a  ter- 
rible feeling  about  that. 

The  momentum  of  the  ball  continues. 
No  one  person  can  possibly  stop  that  mo- 
mentum. No  small  handful  of  blind  people 
can  do  it  either.  The  organized  blind  move- 
ment has  attempted  to  at  least  slow  it  down. 
What  really  needs  to  happen  is  for  us  to  get 
the  ball  rolling  in  the  other  direction;  and 


we  must  put  a  halt  to  its  present  course.  All 
of  us  must  get  together  and  give  that  ball  a 
mighty  shove  in  the  other  direction.  And 
that  is  what  we  are  doing.  That  is  why  we 
are  here  today — you  who  are  employers 
and  we  who  are  blind  job  applicants. 

Employers  and  personnel  officers  who 
understand  that  they  have  things  to  learn 
about  blindness  and  want  to  work  with  us 
are  essential.  You  have  come  to  meet  with 
us  today.  This  is  a  sign  of  good  faith,  and 
we  thank  you  for  it.  I  know  you  want  to  be 
fair  and  to  give  blind  persons  the  opportu- 
nity to  earn  a  living  and  to  make  a  contri- 
bution in  your  place  of  business.  That  is 
what  we  want,  too.  The  fact  that  we  can 
have  a  seminar  such  as  this  one  is  progress — 
progress  that  can,  in  time,  mean  that  there 
will  be  fewer  cases  such  as  mine,  and  per- 
haps eventually,  none  at  all.  I  thank  you 
for  letting  me  share  my  experiences  with 
you.  I  hope  it  has  helped  you  to  give  fair 
consideration  to  other  blind  applicants  whom 
you  will  interview. 


THE  INSURANCE  BATTLE  TAKES  A  NEW  TWIST 

bvlAMESOMVIC 


For  years  we  of  the  Federation  have  been 
working  to  eliminate  discrimination  against 
the  blind  by  insurance  carriers  in  this  coun- 
try. In  1978  and  1979  we  made  tremendous 
progress  when  we  were  able  to  convince 
the  National  Association  of  Insurance  Com- 
missioners (NAIC)  that  massive  unfair  dis- 
crimination exists  and  to  promulgate  model 
regulations  and  laws  to  forbid  discrimination. 

We  now  have  laws  or  regulations  outlaw- 
ing such  discrimination  in  over  thirty  states, 
and  we  continue  to  press  forward  so  that 
every  state  will  prohibit  this  destructive 
practice. 

In  each  insurance  discrimination  case  we 


have  fought,  and  every  hearing  dealing  with 
regulations  or  laws,  industry  officials  have 
been  asked,  "What  empirical  data  do  you 
have  to  justify  treating  blind  persons  dif- 
ferently from  sighted  persons?"  Always  the 
answer  was,  "None!"  (The  Federation's 
position  has  been  that,  if  we  truly  are  poorer 
risks,  we  should  pay  accordingly,  since  we 
do  not  want  charity.) 

In  the  summer  of  1980,  Scott  Lewis,  our 
affiliate  president  in  Washington  state,  ap- 
plied for  insurance  with  the  Lincoln  Na- 
tional Company.  He  was  denied  waiver  of 
premium  benefits.  Scott  then  filed  a  com- 
plaint with  the  Washington  State  Insurance 
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Commission  in  order  to  right  the  wrong. 
However,  we  were  surprised  when  Lincoln 
National  produced  a  study  which  purport- 
edly demonstrates  that  blind  persons  are 
poorer  risks  than  sighted  persons. 

Based  on  this  study,  the  Washington 
Insurance  Department  dismissed  Scott's 
complaint.  However,  the  Insurance  Com- 
missioner was  willing  to  permit  Scott  and 
the  Federation  to  provide  information  about 
the  Lincoln  study  if  we  could  produce  or 
locate  other  evidence. 

Following  is  the  full  text  of  a  letter  which 
I  have  written  to  the  Washington  State  In- 
surance Department.  We  do  not  yet  know 
what  the  outcome  will  be,  but  we  feel  confi- 
dent that  justice  will  prevail. 

January  12, 1981 

Re:     Lincoln  National  Life 
Insurance  Company 
Policy  Number  64-4031940 

Mr.  Leonard  A.  Johnson 
Claims  Deputy/Insurance  Commissioner 
311  Olympic  National  Life  Building 
Seattle,  Washington  98104 

Dear  Mr.  Johnson: 

First,  on  behalf  of  the  National  Feder- 
ation of  the  Blind,  I  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  for  being  able  to  provide  ad- 
ditional, and  I  believe  compelling,  reasons 
and  facts  in  the  above  matter.  Consistent 
with  your  November  12,  1980  letter  to  Scott 
Lewis,  I  request  the  file  be  reopened  in  view 
of  the  analysis  contained  herein  and  that 
an  order  be  entered  against  Lincoln  Na- 
tional in  the  above  cause. 

In  my  opinion,  our  analysis  provides  a 
sound  and  compelling  foundation  with 
which  to  enter  a  decision  favorable  to  Lewis. 
As  we  show,  clearly  Lincoln  National  has 
unequivocally  failed  to  meet  its  burden  of 
proof  to  "substantiate. .  .bonafide  statis- 
tical differences"  between  bhnd  insureds 


and  sighted  insureds  for  the  risk  here  at 
issue,  namely  disability. 

Before  turning  to  a  detailed  analysis  of 
the  Lincoln  study,  let  me  supply  you  with 
certain  facts  and  make  some  comments. 

In  1977  and  1978,  when  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind  (NFB)  was  working 
with  the  National  Association  of  Insurance 
Commissioners  (NAIC)  to  develop  model 
regulations  and  laws,  industry  representa- 
tives were  continually  asked,  "What  evidence 
do  you  have  to  prove  that  bhnd  persons  are 
poor  risks?"  Always  the  answer  was,  "None." 

At  a  meeting  in  Kansas  City,  Missouri, 
one  industry  representative  (I  do  not  recall 
whether  it  was  Lincoln  National)  said,  "We 
don't  have  any  statistics,  but  we'll  find  some. 
We  will  go  through  our  files  and  find  out 
who  was  blind  at  time  of  death,  and  we'll 
develop  statistics." 

At  that  point.  Herb  Anderson,  the  then 
Iowa  Insurance  Commissioner,  asked,  "And 
just  how  many  death  certificates  do  you 
think  you  will  find  which  say  'cause  of  death, 
blindness'?  Blind  people,  like  sighted  people, 
die  from  something." 

I  do  not  know  whether  Lincoln  National 
has  recently  generated  the  subject  study,  or 
whether  it  existed  in  1977  and  78.  It  does 
seem  odd  that,  if  reliable  data  existed  at 
that  time,  it  was  not  presented  to  justify 
differentials  in  the  treatment  of  blind  per- 
sons. 

I  believe  the  following  analysis  will  dem- 
onstrate clearly  that  Lincoln  National  has 
failed  to  meet  its  burden. 

We  begin  with  the  observation  that  the 
critical  statutory  language  ("when... differ- 
ences...have  been  substantiated")  clearly 
places  the  burden  of  proof  to  "substan- 
tiate" on  Lincoln  National. 

We  also  note  that  the  risk  at  issue  in  the 
waiver  of  premium  clause  is  disability,  not 
death. 

We  also  note  and  conclude  unequivo- 
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cally,  that  the  Lincoln  National  data  does 
not  constitute  an  "actuarial  report"  or 
"actuarial  calculations"  or  "actuarial  re- 
commendations" as  those  terms  of  art  are 
used  within  the  actuarial  profession.  Indeed 
it  is  a  misnomer  and  a  misdeed  for  Lincoln 
National  to  use  the  term  "actuarial"  in 
connection  with  the  sparse  data.  Though 
Lincoln  National  attempts  to  add  credi- 
bility to  its  "Studies  of  Blind  Insured  Lives" 
by  stating  "our  Actuarial  Research  Depart- 
ment... have  undertaken  studies  in  this 
area"  (Page  3  Yahne  memo),  the  data  sub- 
mitted is  not  an  "actuarial  report"  nor  an 
"actuarial  calculation"  nor  an  "actuarial 
recommendation."  Indeed,  the  professional 
standards  to  which  Lincoln  National's 
qualified  actuaries  (Associates  or  Fellows 
in  the  Society  of  Actuaries)  have  agreed  to 
adhere  provide  as  follows: 

Calculations  and  Recommendations. 
(b)  The  Actuary  will  exercise  his  best  judg- 
ment to  insure  that  any  calculations  or  rec- 
ommendations made  by  him  or  under  his 
direction  are  based  on  sufficient  and  reliable 
data,  that  any  assumptions  made  are  ade- 
quate and  appropriate  and  that  the  methods 
employed  are  consistent  with  the  sound  prin- 
ciples established  by  precedents  or  common 
usage  within  the  profession. 

(Guide  4,  Guides  to  Professional  Conduct, 
1980  Year  Book,  page  336;  Guide  4  (b). 
Guides  to  Professional  Conduct,  Society 
of  Actuaries,  1980  Year  Book,  page  41.) 

Obviously,  if  Lincoln  National  elects  to 
somehow  characterize  the  data  as  an  "actu- 
arial report"  etcetera,  we  believe  it  would 
be  appropriate  to  have  a  qualified  actuary 
so  certify. 

Failure  on  the  part  of  Lincoln  National 
to  provide  such  certification  results  in  the 
obvious  conclusion  that  the  data  is  simply 
some  numbers  attached  to  a  lawyer's  mem- 
orandum. 


In  addition,  we  request  that  the  Wash- 
ington Insurance  Department  utilize  the 
services  of  the  State  Actuary  in  this  matter. 
We  believe  he  will  concur  with  our  conclu- 
sion that  the  data  is  just  that,  and  not  an 
"actuarial  report." 

The  point  of  the  preceding  discussion  is 
to  emphasize  that  the  only  stature  the  data 
has,  is  as  a  collection  of  numbers,  and  as 
we  shall  show,  not  much  else  from  a  rele- 
vance standpoint. 

Page  3  of  the  Yahne  memo  suggests  the 
American  Council  of  Life  Insurance  can 
confirm  through  an  actuarial  report  that 
blind  insureds  experience  a  greater  frequency 
of  disabihty  than  sighted  insureds.  We  do 
not  believe  such  an  actuarial  report  by  the 
ACLI  exists.  Even  if  such  report  exists,  we 
do  not  believe  that  the  ACLI,  through  its 
actuarial  report  or  other  statistics,  can  show 
that  "bonafide  statistical  differences... have 
been  substantiated"  between  blind  insureds 
and  sighted  insureds  for  the  risk  at  issue, 
namely  disability.  If  they  do,  we  hereby  re- 
quest that  Lincoln  National  arrange  to  pro- 
vide such  report  to  you  with  a  copy  to  us 
and  Mr.  Lewis.  Failure  by  Lincoln  Na- 
tional to  provide  the  report,  of  course,  con- 
firms our  position  that  this  statement  is 
pure  conjecture  and  thus  supports  our  posi- 
tion that  Lincoln  has  not  met  its  statutory 
burden  of  proof. 

At  the  same  place  in  the  memo,  Yahne 
says  that  "these  statistics  have  been  con- 
firmed by  other  carriers  and  independent 
authors."  We  do  not  believe  other  carriers 
and  independent  authors  can  provide  an 
actuarial  report  or  other  statistics  which 
show  that  "bonafide  statistical  differences 
. .  .have  been  substantiated"  between  blind 
insureds  and  sighted  insureds  for  the  risk 
at  issue,  namely  disability.  If  they  do,  we 
hereby  request  Lincoln  National  to  make 
such  reports  available.  Failure  by  Lincoln 
National  to  provide  the  reports,  of  course. 
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confirms  our  position  that  this  statement  is 
pure  conjecture  and  supports  our  conclu- 
sion that  Lincoln  has  not  met  its  statutory 
burden  of  proof. 

Having  concluded  1)  that  Lincoln  Na- 
tional has  the  statutorily  imposed  burden 
of  proof  to  show  that  "bonafide  differ- 
ences..  .have  been  substantiated"  as  to  the 
risk  of  disability  for  blind  insureds  when 
compared  to  sighted  insureds;  2)  that  Lin- 
coln National  has  not  provided  an  actuarial 
report  or  document,  but  merely  a  "nice 
collection  of  numbers";  3)  that  Lincoln 
National  has  not  (and  we  believe  cannot) 
provide  supporting  data  from  either  the 
ACLI  or  other  insurers  or  authors  (Even  if 
provided,  the  satutory  criteria  will  continue 
to  be  the  measure  of  the  relevance  of  such 
data,  namely  "bonafide  statistical  differ- 
ences..  .have  been  substantiated.")  we  turn 
to  a  direct  analysis  of  Lincoln  National's 
"nice  collection  of  numbers." 

In  LNL  1954-74  Mortality  Study,  Lin- 
coln suggests  that  it  used  1,854  years  of 
exposure  issued  for  a  20  year  period  ending 
in  1973  and  traced  to  policy  anniversary  in 
1974.  Assuming  the  average  insured  life 
was  covered  for  15  years,  we  begin  by  noting 
the  study  uses  only  120  lives.  For  an  entity 
with  more  than  $4  billion  in  assets  and  more 
than  $300  million  in  annualized  ordinary 
life  premiums,'  using  120  insured  lives  as  a 
basis  for  a  nationwide  policy  of  a  refusal  to 
issue  a  waiver  clause  is,  of  course,  ludicrous. 

This  deficiency  surfaces  throughout  the 
study.  For  example,  Lincoln,  in  its  study, 
says  "Blind  insured  lives  rated  as  increased 
risks  for  the  Life  benefit  showed  a  risk  of 
death  38  percent  (Lincoln  National  shows 
true  creativity  here.  Eight  deaths  compared 
with  7.124  anticipated  deaths  shows  a  risk 


'See    Best's    Insurance    Reports  -  Life  -  Health, 
1980. 


of  death  12  percent  higher,  not  38  percent 
higher.)  higher  than  anticipated." 

Closer  reading  of  this  dramatic  figure 
shows  that  8  deaths  occurred  against  an 
anticipated  7.124.  We  wonder  what  dra- 
matic conclusion  would  be  stated  had  only 
6  deaths  occurred  in  this  category.  Certainly 
Lincoln  National  would  have  conceded  the 
case!  (This  analysis,  of  course,  compels  us 
to  request  that  Lincoln  National  answer 
whether  blind  insureds  showed  a  lower  risk 
of  death  in  categories  not  discussed  in  the 
study.) 

In  other  categories,  14  actual  deaths  com- 
pared to  7.019  anticipated,  10  actual  deaths 
compared  to  4.578  anticipated,  and  3.46  to 
an  anticipated  3  underscores  the  lack  of  raw 
data  and  the  inherent  lack  of  reliability. 
Imagine  a  nationwide  enterprise  predica- 
ting poHcy  on  "compeUing"  data  such  as 
3.46  lives  to  3  lives  anticipated  or  upon  8 
actual  lives  to  7.019  anticipated!  We  suggest 
no  statistician  would  ever  certify  that  such 
meager  data  "substantiates... bonafide  sta- 
tistical differences." 

But  meager  and  insufficient  data  is  not 
the  worst  of  it.  As  discussed  earlier,  the 
insurer's  risk  in  a  waiver  clause  is  disability, 
not  death.  All  of  the  data  provided  by  Lin- 
coln relates  to  increased  risk  of  death  and 
has  absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  an  in- 
creased risk  of  disability  for  blind  insureds. 
Lincoln  though,  has  no  trouble  hurdling 
this  fatal  gap.  Without  an  iota  of  data  it 
concludes: 

Where  the  risk  of  mortality  is  found  to  be 
increased,. .  .the  risk  of  disability  and  hospi- 
talization can  reasonably  be  inferred  to  be 
increased  also. 

Based  on  data  that  we  believe  no  statisti- 
cian and  certainly  no  professional  actuary 
would  certify  as  "substantiat(ing) . . .  bona- 
fide statistical  differences"  in  increased 
risk  of  death,  Lincoln  National,  with  a 
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written  sentence  and  no  data,  hurdles  right 
on  through  to  conclude  it  all  shows  an  in- 
creased risk  of  disability. 

You  see,  Lincoln  National  has  no  data 
on  the  point.  That  is  the  tragedy  of  this  case, 
that  is  the  factor  that  makes  this  file,  yes 
even  this  case,  an  outrage.  An  outrage  against 
the  state  of  Washington,  against  the  legisla- 
ture that  enacted  these  statutory  provisions, 
against  the  blind  who  are — without  any 
supporting  data — the  victims  of  specula- 
tion— speculation  that  does  not  even  by  the 
wildest  of  imaginations,  meet  this  statu- 
torily required  criteria.  Lincoln  National 
has  no  data  because  it  has  never  issued 
waiver  of  premium  clauses  to  the  blind  and 
therefore  could  not  have  any  data. 

Lincoln  National  has  reservations  about 
this  file  because  to  prevail,  it  must  argue 
that  even  though  it  has  no  data  on  this  issue, 
that  even  though  there  exists  a  total  absence 
of  data,  it  somehow  has  shown  by  inference, 
(of  all  things)  that  "bonafide  statistical  dif- 
ferences. .  .have  been  substantiated." 
Conclusion 

Either  Lincoln  National  is  prepared  to 


certify  and  state  that  what  they  have  pro- 
vided "substantiates . . .  bonafide  differ- 
ence" in  the  increased  risk  of  disability  or 
they  are  not.  We  challenge  Lincoln  National 
to  so  certify.  In  his  memo,  Yahne  says  the 
data  "tends  to  show."  Under  the  applica- 
ble statute,  "tends  to  show"  is  not  good 
enough;  "substantiates"  is  the  key  lan- 
guage. By  its  own  admission,  Lincoln  has 
not  met  the  burden.  We  challenge  them  to 
provide  similar  substantiation  by  ACLI, 
and  by  "other  carriers  and  authors."  We 
challenge  Lincoln  National  to  answer 
whether  its  study  showed  categories  where 
the  blind  had  better  than  anticipated  expe- 
rience. 

Our  analysis  shows  unequivocally  on  its 
face,  that  an  order  in  favor  of  Lewis  and 
against  Lincoln  is  compelled  by  the  record. 

Very  truly  yours, 

James  H.  Omvig,  Chairman 

Committee  on  Insurance 

Discrimination 
National  Federation  of  the 

Blind 


FORMER  HEAD  OF  MISSISSIPPI  INDUSTRIES  FOR  THE  BLIND 
INDICTED  AND  CONVICTED 


Robert  Sibley,  former  head  of  Mississippi 
Industries  for  the  Blind,  has  attended  more 
than  one  NFB  convention.  He  has  made 
statements  supporting  our  positions  in  more 
than  one  battle.  Yet,  when  it  recently  devel- 
oped that  he  had  been  engaging  in  illegal 
activity  in  connection  with  the  workshop, 
we  treated  him  as  we  would  any  other  person 
who  had  behaved  in  that  manner. 

Unlike  NAC  (the  National  Accreditation 
Council  for  Agencies  Serving  the  Blind  and 
Visually  Handicapped)  we  truly  support 
"standards"  and  the  provision  of  "quality 


services  to  the  blind."  We  hold  our  friends 
to  the  same  code  of  ethics  to  which  we  hold 
our  opponents.  We  have  our  own  system  of 
accreditation,  and  those  who  meet  our  stan- 
dards must  truly  "serve"  the  blind — not 
just  themselves  or  their  own  personal  in- 
terests. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  we  should  publi- 
cize exploitation  of  the  blind  wherever  we 
find  it.  There  should  not  be  partiality  or  fa- 
voritism in  this  regard.  We  are  not  NAC  or 
the  American  Foundation  for  the  Blind, 
and  we  should  not  behave  as  if  we  were.  In 
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Other  words,  we  should  not  favor  our  friends 
and  hide  their  misdeeds  or  try  unjustly  to 
blacken  the  names  of  our  detractors.  We 
should  (to  the  best  of  our  knowledge  and 
ability)  tell  the  truth  about  what  happens  in 
the  field  of  work  with  the  blind,  and  we 
should  not  slant  that  truth  or  try  to  conceal 
it  or  play  favorites.  Mostly  (we  are  pleased 
to  say)  our  friends  usually  measure  up  ex- 
tremely well  to  these  standards  of  ethical 
conduct  and  decent  behavior — which  is  one 
reason  why  they  are  our  friends.  Very  often 
our  opponents  do  not  measure  up  to  these 
standards — explaining,  perhaps,  why  they 
are  our  opponents  and  why  they  feel  such 
vindictive  anger  toward  us. 

Be  this  as  it  may,  we  believe  the  blind  of 
the  nation  will  want  to  read  the  following 
article.  Under  date  of  January  28,  1981,  it 
appeared  in  the  Clarion,  Mississippi  Ledger. 
It  is  headlined:  "Ex-MIB  Execs  Plead  Guilty, 
On  Probation."  Here  is  the  article  in  its 
entirety. 

Two  Morton  men,  both  former  executives 
for  the  Mississippi  Industries  for  the  Blind, 
each  pleaded  guilty  Tuesday  to  charges  of 
fraudulent  interstate  securities  transportation. 

Former  MIB  Director  Robert  Sibley  and 
former  MIB  plant  manager  Bobby  Ray  Har- 
rison were  each  sentenced  to  two  concurrent 
sentences  of  three  years,  which  was  suspended 


by  U.S.  District  Judge  Walter  L.  Nixon  Jr. 
Instead,  Harrison  and  Sibley  will  each  be  on 
probation  for  five  years  and  each  must  pay 
a  $1,500  fine  and  pay  $8,500  in  restitution 
to  the  state  Department  of  Audit  for  MIB. 

Harrison  and  Sibley  both  originally  entered 
innocent  pleas  to  the  charges  late  last  year. 
The  charges  involve  the  transportation  of 
two  MIB  checks  from  Jackson  to  Houston, 
Texas. 

Their  indictments  were  the  result  of  an  FBI 
investigation  into  illegally  diverted  excess 
materials  for  government  contracts  from 
MIB. 

Sibley,  Harrison  and  two  Texas  men  were 
indicted  on  two  counts  each  of  transporting 
two  checks,  which  totaled  $49,000,  from 
Jackson  to  Houston  during  1979.  The  checks 
allegedly  covered  fraudulent  transactions  in- 
volving the  channeling  of  surplus  materials 
from  government  contracts. 

The  checks  were  for  money  with  which 
MIB  was  to  have  bought  materials  from 
Houston  Wipers  and  Supply,  which  deals  in 
industrial  wiping  cloths  and  mill  supplies. 
The  materials  were  never  delivered. 

That  firm  was  owned  by  Texans  Jake  Blend 
and  Leon  W.  Brown,  who  were  also  indicted 
in  connection  with  the  scheme.  Assistant 
U.S.  Attorney  James  B.  Tucker,  who  repre- 
sented the  government  in  the  case,  said  Blend 
and  Brown  were  supposed  to  be  in  court 
Tuesday  but  failed  to  appear. 


WHAT  DO  WE  GIVE- AND  WHY 

by  RAMONA  WALHOF 


When  my  son  was  five  years  old  I  had 
occasion  to  say  to  him:  "When  you  went  to 
Johnny's  birthday  party,  which  did  you 
enjoy  more:  watching  Johnny  open  the  pre- 
sent you  brought  him,  or  eating  the  ice  cream 
and  cake  he  gave  you?"  My  son  had  no 
problem  answering  the  question:  "It  was 


more  fun  to  watch  him  open  the  present 
I  gave  him,"  he  said. 

Anyone  who  stops  to  think  about  it  knows 
that  we  all  want  and  need  to  give  to  others, 
and  the  best  part  of  it  all  is  when  we  know 
that  what  we  give  is  appropriate  for  the 
occasion,  the  cause,  the  person,  or  all  three. 
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That  is  why  we  give  of  our  money,  our  time, 
our  imagination,  and  our  energy  to  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  BUnd.  We  give  be- 
cause we  want  to  and  because  we  beUeve 
what  we  give  is  helping  more  when  given 
to  the  Federation  than  it  would  if  given  and 
used  elsewhere.  Federationism  has  made  us 
all  better  people.  It  brings  out  the  best  in  all 
of  us,  whether  we  or  our  enemies  know  it  or 
not. 

Yet,  questions  are  raised  by  local  chapters 
and  state  affihates:  How  can  we  use  what 
we  have  most  effectively  and  for  the  bene- 
fit of  our  own  local  members?  Would  it  be 
better  to  assist  twenty-five  people  to  attend 
our  state  convention  or  to  assist  five  people 
to  attend  the  national  convention?  Would 
it  be  better  to  publish  our  state  newsletter 
every  month  instead  of  quarterly  or  send 
the  money  to  the  Braille  Monitor']  Would 
it  be  better  to  make  a  donation  to  a  local 
service  or  to  the  national  treasury  of  the 
Federation?  Should  we  charter  a  bus  and 
make  a  trip,  or  make  a  contribution  to  the 
tenBroek  Memorial  Fund?  Since  many  of 
our  chapter  members  are  not  as  interested 
in  national  legislation  and  court  cases  as 
they  might  be,  shouldn't  we  take  their  in- 
terests into  consideration  when  it  comes  to 
spending  the  money  we  raised  by  having 
our  spaghetti  dinner?  How  can  we  really 
justify  sending  someone  to  the  March  on 
Washington  when  many  of  our  members 
don't  know  much  about  it  or  even  want  to 
know? 

In  a  nationwide  organization  such  as 
ours,  these  questions  come  up  first  in  one 
city  and  then  in  another.  We  are  learning 
how  to  be  better  Federationists.  We  are 
learning  more  about  the  organization  and 
more  about  ourselves  all  the  time.  Some- 
times we  are  shortsighted,  and  sometimes 
we  lack  experience  or  data.  We  as  individ- 
uals and  we  as  chapters  and  state  affiliates 
must  make  decisions,  not  only  about  what 


we  can  do,  but  also  about  what  we  cannot 
do.  All  of  us  have  asked  one  or  another 
of  the  questions  above,  and  no  doubt,  we 
have  come  up  with  different  answers.  And 
there  are  other  questions.  If  we  send  our 
money  to  the  national  treasury  of  the  Fed- 
eration, what  good  will  it  do  our  local  blind 
people?  When  we  sold  tickets  for  the  raffle, 
we  told  those  who  bought  them  that  the 
money  was  to  be  spent  for  the  benefit  of 
the  blind  in  our  city.  Therefore,  is  it  dis- 
honest if  we  send  that  money  to  the  national 
treasury  of  the  Federation? 

If  these  questions  are  raised  in  good  faith 
(and  generally  they  are)  then  they  deserve 
serious  attention  and  a  serious  answer.  One 
answer — and  it  seems  to  me  a  reasonable 
one — is  another  question. 

Why  did  we  organize  as  a  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  Blind  in  the  first  place?  Why 
do  local  organizations  find  it  is  more  effec- 
tive to  be  affiliated  with  a  state  and  a  nat- 
ional organization  of  the  blind  than  simply 
to  go  it  alone?  Not  only  blind  persons,  but 
scores  or  hundreds  of  other  organizations 
have  found  that  national  organization  is 
desirable  and  effective.  Of  course,  the  an- 
swer is  obvious  to  all  of  us.  We  organized 
because  a  national  organization  with  500 
local  chapters  can  be  well-coordinated, 
hard-hitting,  better  informed,  and  make 
use  of  all  resources  more  thoroughly  than 
500  local  chapters  working  separately.  If 
one  school  district  has  a  good  program  for 
the  education  of  blind  children,  a  national 
organization  of  blind  persons  makes  it  more 
likely  that  other  school  districts  in  other 
states  and  cities  throughout  the  country  will 
learn  about  it,  learn  from  it,  and  have  the 
opportunity  to  build  a  similar  program. 
The  same  is  true  of  rehabilitation  programs, 
legislation  affecting  the  blind,  services  for 
the  senior  blind,  dealing  with  cases  of  dis- 
crimination, developing  and  circulating 
quality  literature  on  blindness,  developing 
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new  technology  and  helping  other  people 
to  learn  about  it,  making  use  of  new  meth- 
ods and  tools  that  are  helpful  to  blind  per- 
sons. But  this  is  not  all;  the  list  goes  on. 
National  coordination  is  essential  in  help- 
ing employers  find  new  kinds  of  employ- 
ment, building  better  library  services  for 
the  blind,  monitoring  the  work  of  federal 
and  state  agencies  in  work  with  the  blind, 
helping  blind  persons  find  and  purchase 
good  quality  aids  and  appliances  at  reason- 
able prices  (the  talking  clock  is  only  one 
example). 

tvery  blind  person  in  the  country  (whether 
or  not  he  or  she  is  a  member-at-large  or  a 
member  of  a  local  chapter — or,  for  that 
matter,  not  a  member  at  all)  benefits  from 
all  of  these  activities.  Life  for  every  blind 
person  in  this  country  is  better  than  it  was 
100  years  ago,  50  years  ago,  25  years  ago, 
or  10  years  ago — a  great  deal  better;  and  it 
is  primarily  because  of  the  work  of  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind.  It  increases 
respect  for  all  blind  persons  a  little  when  a 
speech  by  Dr.  Jernigan  is  included  in  the 
Congressional  Record.  Respect  for  all  blind 
persons  is  increased  a  little  when  Mary  Main 
appears  on  television.  Well-reasoned  and 
hard-hitting  testimony  before  a  congres- 
sional committee  helps  every  blind  person 
in  this  country,  even  if  the  legislation  desired 
is  not  passed  by  Congress.  The  reason  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  has  this 
effectiveness  and  respect  is  because  we  are 
truly  a  national  movement.  Five  hundred 
or  more  strong  and  active  local  chapters 
and  51  strong  and  active  state  affiliates 
stand  behind  Federation  spokesmen,  and 
more  and  more  public  officials  and  agencies 
serving  the  blind  know  it.  When  these  peo- 
ple get  acquainted  with  any  of  us  and  hear 
what  we  have  to  say  to  them,  they  become 
aware  that  we  are  speaking  for  the  blind  of 
the  nation.  Local  and  state  agencies  serving 
the  blind  identify  our  local  representatives 


who  communicate  with  them  with  the  en- 
tire body  of  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind.  New  members  of  the  organization 
first  get  to  know  a  local  chapter  and  state 
affiliate,  but  they  become  a  part  of  a  strong 
national  movement.  Local  and  state  news- 
letters, Christmas  parties,  candy  sales,  or 
walk-a-thons  help  make  the  Federation 
what  it  is  throughout  the  country.  We  could 
not  be  what  we  are  without  them. 

Dr.  Jernigan  has  said  that  $1 .00  spent  by 
the  national  treasury  of  the  Federation  can 
buy  as  much  as  $25.00  spent  by  a  state 
affiliate  or  $100.00  spent  by  a  local  chapter. 
Of  course,  this  is  because  anything  that  is 
accomplished  on  the  national  level  affects 
all  of  us  directly,  whereas  the  same  things 
accomplished  at  the  local  level  affect  many 
times  fewer  people  in  the  same  way.  The 
Braille  Monitor  is  perhaps  the  best  example. 
Any  article  printed  in  the  Braille  Monitor 
will  be  read  by  scores  of  thousands  of  peo- 
ple. The  same  article  published  in  a  state 
newsletter,  would  be  read  by  hundreds  of 
people,  or  perhaps  as  many  as  2,000.  In  a 
local  chapter's  newsletter,  that  article  may 
be  read  by  100  or  perhaps  as  many  as  500 
people.  Furthermore,  whether  we  like  it  or 
not,  the  same  person  reading  the  same  arti- 
cle will  pay  more  attention  to  it  if  it  appears 
in  the  Braille  Monitor  than  if  it  is  printed  in 
a  state  or  local  newsletter. 

What  is  true  of  the  Braille  Monitor  is 
also  true  of  other  material  developed  by  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind.  Whatever 
is  distributed  from  our  National  headquarters 
is  available  to  each  and  every  member  of 
state  affiliates  and  local  chapters  for  sale  or 
distribution,  but  it  does  not  work  the  other 
way  around.  An  aid  or  appliance  cannot  be 
distributed  to  the  whole  nation  by  one  state 
affiliate.  If  that  were  done,  it  would  become 
a  national  project. 

If  six  individuals  learn  six  different  facts 
about  a  situation,  and  each  tells  a  friend — 
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then  twelve  people  know  one  fact  about 
that  situation.  If  six  people  learn  six  dif- 
ferent facts  about  a  situation  (let's  say  the 
Minneapolis  Society  for  the  Blind)  and 
each  tells  the  National  President  of  the  Fed- 
eration— he  has  all  the  information.  He 
and  the  whole  national  body  are  then  in  a 
position  to  make  informed  decisions  about 
the  matter  and  put  the  resources  of  the  en- 
tire movement  into  an  effort  to  carry  out 
those  decisions  and  spread  the  word  about 
them  throughout  the  nation. 

Minimum  wages  for  the  blind  in  shel- 
tered workshops  is  an  important  and  timely 
goal  of  the  Federation.  Many  of  our  mem- 
bers are  employed  in  sheltered  workshops 
in  all  parts  of  the  country.  Cincinnati  and 
Houston  are  important  arenas  for  action  by 
the  Federation.  Every  workshop  employee 
and  every  blind  person  everywhere  will  ben- 
efit by  these  cases.  Where  to  make  this  stand 
had  to  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  where 
the  time  and  situation  were  right  and  where 
we  had  the  best  chance  for  success.  These 
cases  will  cost  money,  and  there  will  be 
some  local  factors  to  take  into  considera- 
tion. What  happens  in  these  two  cities  af- 
fects all  blind  persons  and  many  who  are 
not  blind  in  this  country.  Blind  persons 
who  know  nothing  of  the  Federation  and 
nothing  of  Cincinnati  or  Houston — some 
who  have  worked  to  damage  our  move- 
ment— will  benefit  from  these  cases.  Our 
own  members  who  are  new  or  unschooled 
in  some  of  the  activities  of  the  Federation 
will  be  helped  personally  by  these  cases. 
The  same  is  true  of  Social  Security  legisla- 
tion, cases  in  the  courts,  problems  with 
agencies  in  work  with  the  blind.  The  Job 
Opportunities  for  the  Blind  program  is 
building  a  better  employment  climate  for 
blind  persons  today  and  all  who  will  be 
looking  for  work  in  the  years  to  come.  Peo- 
ple who  never  heard  of  JOB  are  getting  fair 
consideration  in  the  employment  market 


and  will  continue  to  do  so  because  of  the 
Federation.  President  Jernigan  has  said 
that  we  have  worked  to  make  our  National 
headquarters  impressive  to  both  our  friends 
and  our  opponents.  How  could  it  be  other- 
wise? The  space  at  our  National  headquar- 
ters is  a  source  of  pride  and  strength  to  our 
members  and  friends.  It  must  be  a  source 
of  concern  to  those  who  (for  whatever  rea- 
son) are  bitter  or  hostile  toward  us.  Al- 
though they  are  not  likely  to  believe  it,  even 
blind  persons  who  work  to  destroy  the  Fed- 
eration are  helped  by  our  strength.  Their 
status  in  their  communities  rises  with  the 
strength  and  the  success  of  the  entire  Federa- 
tion. Very  few  people  really  want  to  stand 
face  to  face  with  Dr.  Jernigan  and  debate 
with  him.  His  logic  and  eloquence  are  so 
well-known  and  impressive  that  few  people 
would  care  to  challenge  him.  The  office 
space  of  our  National  headquarters,  the  cal- 
iber of  our  leaders  and  literature  generally, 
the  commitment  of  our  members  through- 
out the  country  are  forces  unmatched  in 
work  with  the  blind  in  this  country.  They 
are  respected  and  feared  by  NAC  and  the 
American  Foundation  for  the  Blind  and  by 
others.  Our  strength  is  what  has  caused 
them  to  become  more  and  more  bitter  in 
recent  years  and  finally  what  has  caused  the 
Foundation  to  reassess  its  position  toward 
us. 

But,  of  course,  the  number  of  agencies 
and  individuals  who  are  bitter  toward  the 
Federation  is  diminishing  gradually  year  by 
year.  There  are  agencies  that  are  putting 
Federation  philosophy  into  practice — agen- 
cies that  are  encouraging  blind  people  to 
reach  for  real  equality.  And  each  year  there 
are  more  such  agencies,  and  more  individ- 
uals in  work  with  the  blind  who  stand  with 
us,  just  as  there  are  more  blind  people  who 
understand  Federationism  and  make  it  part 
of  their  daily  lives.  As  our  movement  gains 
momentum,  nothing  can  stop  us.  More  and 
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more  people  know  who  we  are  and  know 
we  can  never  go  back. 

All  of  this  must  be  coordinated  nation- 
ally, and  a  big  job  it  is  for  our  leaders — but 
not  just  our  leaders.  It  is  a  job  for  all  of 
us,  the  tens  of  thousands  of  bhnd  persons 
who  are  the  Federation  throughout  the 
country.  That  is  why  we  are  what  we  are. 
None  of  us  can  give  too  much  of  our  time, 
our  talent,  our  money.  It  is  a  joy  to  give  it, 
and  from  a  practical  point  of  view,  it  is  the 
best  investment  any  of  us  can  possibly  make 
for  ourselves  personally,  for  our  friends 
who  are  blind,  or  for  the  next  generation  of 
the  blind. 

Now  let  me  add  a  postscript:  If  there 
are  those  who  have  understood  me  to  say 
that  the  local  chapter  should  not  be  financed 
or  supported  or  strengthened,  they  have 


totally  failed  to  comprehend  what  I  have 
said.  Our  movement  can  only  be  as  strong 
at  the  state  and  the  national  levels  as  it  is  in 
the  local  chapters.  If  there  are  those  who 
have  understood  me  to  say  that  we  do  not 
need  to  cherish  and  build  and  finance  and 
strengthen  our  state  affiliates,  I  say  again 
that  they  have  failed  to  comprehend.  What 
I  have  been  discussing  is  not  the  support  of 
one  level  of  our  movement  to  the  neglect  or 
exclusion  of  another.  Rather,  I  have  been 
talking  about  perspective  and  priorities — 
about  commitment  and  love  and  under- 
standing; for  in  the  final  analysis  the  Fed- 
eration (at  all  of  its  levels  and  in  whatever 
aspect)  will  be  as  weak  or  as  strong  as  the 
commitment  and  belief  in  the  hearts  of  each 
of  its  individual  members. 


PAC  UPDATE 


Now  that  our  computer  is  beginning  to  be 
fully  operational,  it  is  becoming  increas- 
ingly possible  to  get  a  handle  on  the  various 
facets  of  our  day  to  day  operations.  For 
one  thing,  we  can  now  keep  up  to  date  on 
the  figures  concerning  PAC  (the  Pre-Au- 
thorized  Check  plan)  more  easily  and  quickly 
than  ever  before.  We  must  constantly  re- 
mind ourselves  that  our  individual  contribu- 
tions to  the  Federation  translate  into  better 
lives  for  blind  people.  It  is  that  simple  and 
that  compelling. 

PAC  is  now  one  of  the  most  important 
sources  of  our  fiscal  stability.  We  are  doing 
well  in  our  PAC  giving,  but  we  must  still 
do  better — and  more  of  us  must  participate. 
The  following  facts  and  figures  will  give 
you  the  profile  of  PAC  as  of  February  6, 
1981: 

828  Federationists  are  contributing  to 
PAC.  The  total  monthly  PAC  contribution 


is  $16,141.16.  Projected  for  a  year,  this  would 
mean  an  annual  contribution  of  $193,693.92. 
In  other  words,  the  average  PAC  contri- 
butor is  giving  just  over  $19.49  per  month — 
or  $234.00  per  year.  What  other  organi- 
zation in  this  country  has  almost  a  thousand 
members  each  of  whom  is  willing  to  give  an 
average  of  over  $200.00  per  year  to  support 
its  goals  and  purposes!  That  is  real  belief, 
real  commitment — and  it  is  why  we  are  the 
unbeatable,  unstoppable  force  that  we  are. 
Our  movement  means  something  to  us.  It 
is  important  in  our  lives,  and  we  prove  that 
fact  by  putting  our  money  where  our  mouths 
are. 

The  figure  of  $19.49  per  month  is,  of 
course,  only  an  average.  The  amount  of  the 
monthly  contribution  given  by  different 
individuals  varies  greatly.  Nobody  else  in 
the  whole  world  can  (or  should)  tell  any  of 
us  precisely  how  much  we  should  contri- 
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bute  to  PAC  each  month.  It  is  a  matter  for 
each  of  us  to  decide  in  consultation  with 
ourselves.  It  depends  upon  the  number  of 
other  commitments  the  individual  has,  the 
economic  circumstances,  the  priorities,  and 
how  important  each  of  us  really  thinks  the 
Federation  is.  As  of  February  6,  1981,  the 
highest  PAC  pledge  in  the  country  is  $177.50 
per  month.  Five  people  give  $150.00  a  month 
or  more.  On  the  other  hand,  some  contri- 
butions are  as  low  as  $2.00  or  $2.50  per 
month.  These  lower  contributions  should 
be  just  as  valued  and  appreciated  as  the 
higher  ones  if  they  truly  represent  a  sacri- 
fice and  are  all  that  the  individual  can  afford. 
Each  of  us  should  examine  our  conscience 
and  our  commitment.  We  should  deter- 
mine how  much  this  movement  really  means 
to  us,  and  then  we  should  set  our  priorities 
and  give  accordingly. 

In  the  following  rankings  you  will  ob- 


serve that  every  state  is  represented  on  the 
PAC  plan.  You  will  also  notice  that  there 
have  been  some  interesting  changes  since 
the  last  report  and  that  a  few  of  the  states 
are  making  substantially  higher  contribu- 
tions than  the  others.  PAC  pledges  do  not 
come  from  the  activities  of  professional 
fundraisers  or  from  outside  sources.  They 
come  from  us,  as  a  measure  of  our  own 
personal  belief  and  commitment.  The  reason 
that  PAC  is  higher  in  one  state  and  lower 
in  another  is  not  a  matter  of  how  rich  the 
state  is  or  whether  it  is  rural  or  has  a  good 
rehabilitation  program  or  is  conservative  or 
liberal  or  has  this  or  that  population  mix. 
It  is  entirely  a  matter  of  organizational 
strength  and  acceptance  by  individual  mem- 
bers of  personal  responsibility  for  getting 
the  job  done.  We  have  reason  to  feel  both 
pride  and  satisfaction  in  the  following  sta- 
tistics: 


PRE-AUTHORIZED  CHECK  RANKINGS 

FEBRUARY  6, 1981 


RANK-STATE 


MEMBERS 

AMOUNT 

56 

$  2,180.50 

36 

1,843.00 

48 

1,197.00 

41 

986.00 

48 

864  50 

29 

781 .00 

22 

647.50 

41 

546.50 

20 

521.00 

20 

476.50 

30 

468.00 

20 

463  50 

34 

426.00 

51 

332.00 

10 

312.00 

16 

286  00 

17 

285.00 

1 

Maryland 

2 

Missouri 

3 

Iowa 

4 

Colorado 

5 

California 

6 

Minnesota 

7 

Michigan 

8 

Massachusetts 

9 

Illinois 

10 

New  York 

11 

Nebraska 

12 

Kansas 

13 

Ohio 

14 

South  Carolina 

15 

District  of  Columbia 

16 

Virginia 

17 

Kentucky 
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18 

Idaho 

19 

Louisiana 

20 

Texas 

21 

North  Carolina 

22 

Alaska 

23 

Indiana 

24 

Mississippi 

25 

Florida 

26 

Arkansas 

27 

Washington 

28 

Connecticut 

29 

West  Virginia 

30 

Pennsylvania 

31 

Wisconsin 

32 

Alabama 

33 

New  Hampshire 

34 

Utah 

35 

Tennessee 

36 

New  Jersey 

37 

Oregon 

38 

New  Mexico 

39 

Georgia 

40 

South  Dakota 

41 

Montana 

42 

Hawaii 

43 

Oklahoma 

44 

Arizona 

45 

Rhode  Island 

46 

Nevada 

47 

North  Dakota 

48 

Delaware 

49 

Wyoming 

50 

Maine 

51 

Vermont 

**TOTAL** 

30 

284  00 

19 

280  66 

20 

249.50 

21 

247.00 

13 

218.00 

13 

203.00 

14 

196.00 

11 

190.00 

17 

178.00 

4 

165.00 

10 

121.00 

9 

106.00 

11 

101.50 

5 

100.00 

11 

96.50 

10 

86  00 

7 

81  00 

6 

80  00 

6 

80  00 

9 

75.00 

9 

7000 

4 

60.00 

8 

5400 

4 

4500 

2 

40.00 

4 

33.00 

3 

30  00 

2 

15  00 

1 

10  00 

1 

10  00 

2 

10.00 

1 

5  00 

1 

300 

1 

200 

828 

$16,141.16 
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UPDATE  ON  ASSOCIATES 


In  the  previous  article  we  discussed  the 
Pre-Authorized  Check  plan  (PAC).  We 
now  turn  to  another  important  aspect  of 
the  financing  of  our  organization,  the  re- 
cruiting of  "Associates."  This  is  the  third 
year  in  which  we  have  conducted  an  "Asso- 
ciates" contest.  The  current  contest  runs 
from  June  1,  1980,  through  May  31,  1981. 
Associate  forms  received  in  the  office  of 
the  Treasurer  or  in  the  National  Office 
after  May  31,  1981,  will  count  in  next  year's 
contest. 

A  full  explanation  of  the  Associates  pro- 
gram, as  well  as  rules  for  the  contest,  ap- 
peared in  the  October -November,  1979, 
Monitor.  We  explained  that: 

In  1978  the  NFB  Constitution  was  amended 
to  provide  for  "members-at-large"  at  the 
national  level.  These  members-at-large 
were  given  the  same  rights,  privileges,  and 
responsibilities  as  any  other  member  of  the 
Federation  at  the  national  level — that  is, 
they  may  attend  the  National  Convention, 
speak  on  the  floor,  make  motions,  make 
nominations,  participate  in  discussions 
carried  on  by  the  delegation  from  their 
state,  and  serve  on  committees.  As  is  the 
case  with  any  other  member,  they  do  not 
have  an  individual  vote  at  the  National  Con- 
vention since  votes  are  cast  by  elected  dele- 
gates from  the  state  affiliates.  In  other  words, 
they  have  a  real  and  meaningful  member- 
ship. Unless  they  specifically  join  a  state  or 
local  affiliate,  they  are  not  members  of  the 
affiliate  and  have  no  more  rights  in  the  af- 
filiate than  any  other  nonmember  of  the  af- 
filiate. They  are  national  members-at-large. 

National  "members-at-large"  must  fill 
out  a  membership  application  form  and 
pay  an  assessment  of  $1.00  per  year  to  the 
National  treasury  to  keep  their  membership 
in  force.  Each  year  a  new  application  form 
must  accompany  the  $1 .00  assessment.  Any 


application  form  dated,  received,  and  ac- 
cepted either  at  the  Treasurer's  office  or  at 
the  National  Office  in  Baltimore  before 
October  1  will  entitle  the  applicant  to  mem- 
bership for  the  remainder  of  that  calendar 
year.  Any  application  form  dated,  received, 
and  accepted  at  the  Treasurer's  office  or 
the  National  Office  after  October  1  entitles 
the  person  to  membership  for  the  remain- 
der of  that  calendar  year  and  all  of  the 
following  calendar  year.  Members  of  the 
Federation  who  recruit  national  "mem- 
bers-at-large" should  make  certain  that  the 
name  and  full  address  of  the  member-at- 
large  are  legibly  printed  or  typed  in  the  ap- 
propriate place  on  the  application  form.  In 
addition,  the  name  and  the  state  of  the  per- 
son doing  the  recruiting  should  be  clearly 
printed  or  typed  in  the  place  on  the  form 
which  says  "local  representative  of  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind."  This  is 
absolutely  necessary  if  the  recruiter  is  to 
receive  credit  for  enrolling  the  member-at- 
large. 

The  Associates  program  was  established 
to  permit  national  members-at-large  to 
make  meaningful  contributions  to  the  move- 
ment. Any  person  filling  out  one  of  our 
national  membership  forms  and  making  a 
contribution  of  $10.00  or  more  becomes  an 
Associate.  From  time  to  time  information 
mailings  are  made  from  the  National  Office 
to  Associates,  and  all  contributions  from 
Associates  are  acknowledged. 

Some  of  our  members  say  that  their  means 
are  so  limited  that  they  have  difficulty  join- 
ing the  PAC  plan.  However,  the  recruiting 
of  Associates  does  not  depend  on  how  much 
money  you  have.  It  depends  upon  how 
hard  you  are  willing  to  work  and  how  much 
the  movement  means  to  you. 

This  year  in  Baltimore  at  the  National 
Convention  the  person  who  has  recruited 
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the  most  Associates  from  June  1,   1980, 

through  May  31,  1981,  will  be  declared  the 
winner  of  the  contest  and  given  a  prize  of 
$1,000.00  in  cash.  Second  prize  will  be 
$500.00;  third  prize  will  be  $200.00;  and 
fourth  prize  will  be  $100.00.  As  Federation- 
ists  will  remember,  Sandy  Sanderson  of 
Alaska  won  last  year's  contest,  plus  the  fact 
that  Alaska  took  the  other  top  two  prizes. 
It  will  also  be  remembered  that  Sandy  said 
that  he  and  Alaska  intended  to  win  this 
year's  contest.  As  he  put  it,  "The  bear  has 
spoken." 

In  this  article  we  are  printing  the  rankings 
in  the  contest  as  of  February  10,  1981.  To 
give  some  comparison,  we  cite  figures  from 
this  time  last  year.  From  June  1,  1979, 
through  January  27,   1980,  46  states  (in- 


cluding the  District  of  Columbia)  had  re- 
cruited Associates.  Five  had  not.  As  of 
February  10  this  year,  47  states  (including 
the  District  of  Columbia)  have  recruited 
Associates.  As  of  January  28  last  year,  238 
known  recruiters  had  sold  1,318  Associates 
for  a  total  of  $24,539.00.  As  of  February 
10  this  year,  we  have  done  slightly  better, 
but  we  must  pour  on  the  steam  during  the 
next  few  weeks.  You  will  note  in  the  follow- 
ing tables  that  there  are  substantial  changes 
in  the  rankings  this  year.  Although  the  bear 
from  Alaska  is  number  one,  the  number 
two  recruiter  is  from  California,  and  the 
number  three  recruiter  is  from  Iowa.  Karen 
Mayry  of  South  Dakota  is  number  four.  As 
we  come  down  to  the  wire,  Alaska  will  need 
to  look  to  its  laurels.  Here  are  the  rankings: 


STATE  RANKINGS 

February  10, 1981 


RANK -STATE 


NUMBER  OF 
RECRUITERS 


NUMBER  OF 
ASSOCIATES 


AMOUNT 


1 

Alaska 

2 

Maryland 

3 

California 

4 

Massachusetts 

5 

Illinois 

6 

Iowa 

7 

New  York 

8 

South  Dakota 

9 

Ohio 

10 

Missouri 

11 

Connecticut 

12 

Arkansas 

13 

New  Mexico 

14 

Michigan 

15 

Indiana 

16 

Minnesota 

17 

Pennsylvania 

18 

Texas 

19 

Idaho 

20 

Mississippi 

7 

224 

$  4,193.00 

36 

170 

4,481.00 

12 

143 

2,490.00 

14 

114 

1,702  00 

17 

80 

1,443  00 

14 

69 

958.00 

11 

50 

694.00 

3 

48 

666.00 

12 

47 

1,291.00 

8 

43 

464.00 

7 

38 

644.00 

3 

35 

428.00 

8 

33 

656.00 

9 

26 

477.00 

10 

23 

330.00 

9 

23 

323.00 

6 

22 

470.00 

13 

20 

340.00 

5 

18 

349.00 

4 

17 

311.00 

MARCH-APRIL  1981 


91 


21 

Colorado 

10 

16 

250.00 

22 

Kansas 

6 

14 

600  00 

23 

Georgia 

2 

13 

14500 

24 

South  Carolina 

7 

11 

156  00 

25 

Montana 

2 

10 

161  00 

26 

West  Virginia 

4 

8 

691 .00 

27 

Nebraska 

5 

8 

136.00 

28 

Oregon 

3 

7 

86.00 

29 

Louisiana 

4 

6 

165.00 

30 

Wisconsin 

3 

6 

131.00 

31 

New  Hampshire 

2 

6 

60.00 

32 

Florida 

3 

5 

80.00 

33 

New  Jersey 

5 

5 

51.00 

34 

Utah 

3 

4 

126.00 

35 

Alabama 

4 

4 

40.00 

36 

Washington 

2 

2 

60  00 

37 

Virginia 

2 

2 

21  00 

38 

North  Dakota 

1 

2 

21.00 

39 

Wyoming 

1 

2 

20.00 

40 

North  Carolina 

2 

2 

20.00 

41 

Kentucky 

2 

2 

20.00 

42 

District  of  Columbia 

2 

2 

20.00 

43 

Arizona 

1 

1 

25.00 

44 

Tennessee 

1 

1 

15.00 

45 

Rhode  Island 

1 

1 

10.00 

46 

Oklahoma 

1 

1 

10.00 

47 

Nevada 

1 

1 

10.00 

48 

Delaware 

0 

0 

.00 

49 

Hawaii 

0 

0 

,00 

50 

Maine 

0 

0 

.00 

51 

Vermont 
***TOTAL 

0 

0 

.00 

288 

1,390 

$25,840.00 

INDIVIDUAL  RECRUITERS  BY  NATIONAL  RANK 

FtBRUARYlO,  1981 


\N 

K-NAME 

1 

Allen  Sanderson 

2 

Sharon  Cold 

3 

VerlaKirsch 

4 

Karen  Mayry 

5 

A! Evans 

STATE 

COUNT 

AMOUNT 

Alaska 

168 

$    5,109  00 

California 

58 

1,241  00 

Iowa 

50 

611  00 

South  Dakota 

46 

645  00 

Massachusetts 

35 

.381  00 
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6  Lucy  Carpenter 

7  Tom  Stevens 

8  Carl  Conner 

9  Joe  Fletcher 

10  lunerose  Killian 

11  Darrel  Nather 

12  Dora  Dobbins 

13  A!  Maneki 

14  AlanClickman 

15  Fred  Schroeder 

16  Lee  Hagmeier 

17  Robert  Eschbach 

18  Kenneth  Jernlgan 

19  David  Ticchi 

20  Michael  Hingson 

21  AlSten 

22  Anna  Katherine  Jernigan 

23  Mary  Irons 

24  Frances  Bell 

25  Isaac  Heyward 

26  Lawrence  Marcelino 

27  Allen  Schaefer 

28  Paul  Burkhardt 

29  Trish  Miller 

30  Marc  Maurer 

31  John  Ford 

32  Helen  Johnson 

33  Sheila  Samson 

34  JimOmvig 

35  Ruth  Anne  Schaefer 

36  EU.  Parker 

37  Alien  Harris 

38  Margaret  C  Cavanaugh 

39  Lonnie  Harmon 

40  Mary  Ellen  Anderson 

41  Steve  Machalow 

42  Mary  Ellen  Reihing 

43  Unknown 

44  Claire  Oliver 

45  Judy  Sanders 

46  Richard  Edlund 

47  Unknown 

48  Ralph  Sanders 

49  Searcy  Ewell 

50  James  C  Moore 

51  Beatrice  Freeman 

52  James  J   Fox 

53  Gail  Thompson 

54  Sharon  Omvig 


New  York 

Missouri 

Arkansas 

California 

Connecticut 

Alaska 

California 

Maryland 

Illinois 

New  Mexico 

Alaska 

Ohio 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Massachusetts 

Massachusetts 

Maryland 

Pennsylvania 

California 

Georgia 

California 

Illinois 

Massachusetts 

Maryland 

Maryland 

Montana 

Ohio 

Ohio 

Maryland 

Illinois 
Mississippi 
Michigan 
Alaska 
Idaho 
Maryland 
Maryland 

Illinois 

New  York 

Massachusetts 

Maryland 

Kansas 
Maryland 
Maryland 
Arkansas 
Mississippi 

Indiana 
Maryland 
Michigan 
Maryland 


31 

346  00 

29 

32300 

28 

340  00 

27 

301  00 

26 

30800 

25 

48500 

25 

250  00 

23 

49500 

21 

21000 

20 

331  00 

19 

44900 

16 

79300 

14 

855.00 

14 

33500 

14 

330  00 

14 

201  00 

13 

321  00 

13 

146  00 

12 

135  00 

11 

125  00 

10 

286  00 

10 

130  00 

10 

11500 

9 

271  00 

9 

156.00 

9 

146.00 

9 

99  00 

9 

91  00 

8 

212.00 

8 

200  00 

8 

1 90.00 

8 

140.00 

8 

110  00 

8 

81  00 

7 

310  00 

7 

221 .00 

7 

182.00 

7 

175.00 

7 

8500 

/ 

70  00 

6 

380.00 

6 

290.00 

6 

105.00 

6 

7800 

6 

75.00 

6 

60.00 

6 

60.00 

5 

120  00 

5 

120.00 
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55 

Brenda  Williams 

56 

Stephen  Benson 

57 

Joyce  Scanlan 

58 

Pauline  Murphy 

59 

Pat  Maurer 

60 

Sharlene  Czaja 

61 

Tom  Scanlan 

62 

Mary  Main 

63 

Sr  Sue  Micich 

64 

Dinah  Smith 

65 

George  Russell,  |r 

66 

Don  Morris 

67 

Ronald  E   Metenyi 

68 

Steve  Handschu 

69 

Ruth  Bivens 

70 

Curtis  Chong 

71 

Unknown 

72 

Cecelia  Ross 

73 

Dianne  Huckaby 

74 

Clarita  Colender 

75 

Ron  Burt 

76 

lohn  Beaulieu 

77 

Susan  Benbow 

78 

Earl  Jackson 

79 

Olivina  Whitaker 

80 

Rhoda  Dower 

81 

Peggy Chong 

82 

Jacquilyn  Billey 

83 

Lucy  Dattoli 

84 

Dick  Porter 

85 

Mary  Ellen  Halverson 

86 

Norman  Gardner 

87 

Unknown 

88 

Barbara  Pierce 

89 

Ron  Lundquist 

90 

Donald  Capps 

91 

Carmen  Trujillo 

92 

M.  James  Glaza 

93 

Arthur  Tackman,  III 

94 

Esther  Swygert 

95 

Unknown 

96 

Unknown 

97 

Larry  Streeter 

98 

John  Salvatore 

99 

Joe  Lamers 

100 

Bill  Isaacs 

101 

Ruth  M  Goodwm 

102 

Unknown 

103 

Terry  Harris 

Maryland 

Illinois 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Maryland 

Illinois 

Minnesota 

Connecticut 

Wisconsin 

California 

Texas 
Maryland 
Maryland 
Michigan 

Illinois 

Minnesota 

Illinois 

Illinois 

Oregon 

Maryland 

Indiana 

Massachusetts 

New  Mexico 

Pennsylvania 

Massachusetts 

Missouri 

Minnesota 

Connecticut 

West  Virginia 

West  Virginia 

Idaho 

Idaho 

Iowa 

Ohio 

Maryland 

South  Carolina 

New  Mexico 

Iowa 

New  York 

Maryland 

California 

Florida 

Texas 

Illinois 

Colorado 

Illinois 

Massachusetts 

Massachusetts 

Idaho 


5 

81  00 

5 

65  00 

5 

60  00 

5 

50  00 

5 

50  00 

4 

146  00 

4 

9500 

4 

8500 

4 

71.00 

4 

70.00 

4 

70.00 

4 

70.00 

4 

70.00 

4 

70.00 

4 

70.00 

4 

56.00 

4 

55.00 

4 

55.00 

4 

55.00 

4 

5500 

4 

55.00 

4 

55  00 

4 

44  00 

4 

4200 

4 

40.00 

4 

40.00 

4 

40.00 

4 

40  00 

3 

521 .00 

3 

150  00 

3 

136.00 

3 

90.00 

3 

7200 

3 

72  00 

3 

72.00 

3 

61.00 

3 

60.00 

3 

60.00 

3 

52  00 

3 

48.00 

3 

4600 

3 

45.00 

3 

45.00 

3 

45.00 

3 

45.00 

3 

4500 

3 

45.00 

3 

40.00 

3 

31.00 
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104 

Unknown 

105 

Ed  Meskys 

106 

Donna  Maglin 

107 

leanette  Harrison 

108 

Carol  Ebner 

109 

Margo  Downey 

110 

Sheha  P   Byrd 

111 

Wilma  Brodley 

112 

Arthur  Segal 

113 

Ramona  Walhof 

114 

Lee lones 

115 

Duane  Cerstenberger 

116 

Unknown 

117 

Susan  Stanzel 

118 

Patricia  Munson 

119 

Tom  Bozikis 

120 

Unknown 

121 

Milton  Taylor 

122 

Peggy  Pinder 

123 

Melba  Barlow 

124 

lames  Walker 

125 

Unknown 

126 

Carol  Thompson 

127 

William  Munck 

128 

John  Mullin 

129 

Herbert  Magin 

130 

Paul Lorensen 

131 

Joann  Ciudicessi 

132 

Alan  Alcorn 

133 

Tom  Winholtz 

134 

Donna  Sorenson 

135 

Kathleen  McGrew 

136 

Andrew  Hoffman 

137 

John  Cheadle 

138 

Unknown 

139 

Raymond  Thorpe 

140 

Mary  Jo  Seller 

141 

Sheryl  Pickering 

142 

Craig  Olsen 

143 

PhillpOhver 

144 

Maria  Miller 

145 

Tommie  Johnson 

146 

Cwen  Janssen 

147 

Mary  Cerstenberger 

148 

Charles  Erickson 

149 

Reed  Devlin 

150 

Tommy  Craig 

151 

Max  Aguilar 

152 

Howard  May 

Michigan 

New  Hampshire 

New  Hampshire 

California 

Colorado 

Louisiana 

South  Carolina 

Indiana 
Pennsylvania 

Maryland 

New  Mexico 

Maryland 

Kansas 

Kansas 

California 

Indiana 

Colorado 

Utah 

Iowa 

Mississippi 

Nebraska 

Ohio 

Texas 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Maryland 

Colorado 

Massachusetts 

Kansas 

Minnesota 

North  Dakota 

Oregon 

Ohio 

Nebraska 

Indiana 

Indiana 

Illinois 

California 

Nebraska 

Massachusetts 

Maryland 

Georgia 

Alaska 

Maryland 

Iowa 
New  York 

Texas 

Wyoming 

Connecticut 


3 

30  00 

3 

30  00 

3 

30  00 

3 

30  00 

3 

3000 

3 

30  00 

3 

30  00 

3 

30  00 

2 

21000 

2 

111  00 

2 

111  00 

2 

110  00 

2 

75  00 

2 

75.00 

2 

75  00 

2 

60  00 

2 

50  00 

2 

50  00 

2 

50  00 

2 

3600 

2 

35  00 

2 

3500 

2 

35.00 

2 

3500 

2 

3500 

2 

3500 

2 

35.00 

2 

35.00 

2 

3500 

2 

21  00 

2 

21.00 

2 

21  00 

2 

21  00 

2 

21  00 

2 

2000 

2 

20  00 

2 

20  00 

2 

20  00 

2 

20  00 

2 

20  00 

2 

20  00 

2 

2000 

2 

2000 

2 

20.00 

2 

20  00 

2 

2000 

2 

2000 

2 

20  00 

1 

151.00 
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153 

Mark  Plantz 

154 

Unknown 

155 

Brother  Soehnel 

156 

Evelyn  C   Scanavino 

157 

Francis  Frustaci 

158 

Evelyn  Weckerly 

159 

Karl  Smith 

160 

Unknown 

161 

Leroy  Thomas 

162 

Cathlene  Nusser 

163 

Denise  Mackenstadt 

164 

Pauline  Gomez 

165 

Pamela  Gillmore 

166 

Charlene  Elder 

167 

Glenn  Crosby 

168 

Diane  Corson 

169 

Orville  Williams 

170 

hiarold  Wenning 

171 

Unknown 

172 

Unknown 

173 

Unknown 

174 

David  Stayer 

175 

Roberta  Sorenson 

176 

Victor  Scheer 

177 

William  Roberts 

178 

Althea  Pittman 

179 

Linda  O'Neal 

180 

NEB  of  Colorado 

181 

)oe  Money 

182 

Glenn  Cordes  McCoy 

183 

Shirley  Ann  Lee 

184 

Flank  LaBonne 

185 

Charles  Kuhnwald 

186 

Raymond  Graber 

187 

|oe  Gonzales 

188 

Richard  P  Crawford 

189 

Dorothy  Campbell 

190 

Benjamin  Alk 

191 

Myrthen  Gauerke 

192 

Colleen  FHurley 

193 

Unknown 

194 

Linda  Z   Flurlock 

195 

Blanche  Ward 

196 

Unknown 

197 

Unknown 

198 

Unknown 

199 

Willnetta  Sutton 

200 

|oy  Smith 

201 

Johnny  Ott 

Maryland 

Louisiana 

Ohio 

Illinois 

Pennsylvania 

Michigan 

Utah 
Wisconsin 

Texas 

Nebraska 

Washington 

New  Mexico 

Illinois 

Illinois 

Texas 

Iowa 

Colorado 

New  York 

Arizona 

New  Mexico 

Utah 

New  York 

Indiana 

Ohio 

Indiana 

Maryland 

California 

Colorado 

Indiana 

South  Carolina 

Connecticut 

Louisiana 

Ohio 

Kansas 

New  Mexico 

Iowa 

Florida 

Connecticut 

Minnesota 

Maryland 

Tennessee 

Montana 

Missouri 

Virginia 

Idaho 

New  Jersey 

Maryland 

California 

Michigan 


101.00 
100.00 
100  00 
100  00 
52.00 
51  00 
51  00 
50  00 
50  00 
50  00 
5000 
50  00 
50.00 
50  00 
50  00 
50  00 
25  00 
25.00 
25  00 
25  00 
2500 
2500 
25  00 
2500 
25  00 
25.00 
25.00 
2500 
2500 
2500 
2500 
2500 
2500 
25  00 
25  00 
25  00 
25  00 
25.00 
21  00 
20  00 
15  00 
15  00 
11  00 
11  00 
11  00 
11  00 
11  00 
11  00 
11.00 


96 


THE  BRAILLE  MONITOR 


202 

Pat  Gormley 

203 

Ari  Camliel 

204 

Cailand  Fischer 

205 

Carl  Wyatt 

206 

Gary  VVunder 

207 

Curt  Wiiloughby 

208 

Doris  Wiiloughby 

209 

Lena  Williams 

210 

Margaret  White 

211 

Unknown  Warded 

212 

David  Walker 

213 

Unknown 

214 

Unknown 

215 

Unknown 

216 

Unknown 

217 

Lois  Tucker 

218 

Marshall  Tucker 

219 

Eileen  Truschke 

220 

Gladys  Taylor 

221 

Ethel  Susong 

222 

HE.  Stutters 

223 

Loraine  Stayer 

224 

Hazel  Staley 

225 

Jimmy  Sparks 

226 

Allen  Smith 

227 

Moe  Smeester 

228 

Charlotte  Seltser 

229 

Mary  Ann  Saunders 

230 

Willis  Saunders 

231 

David  Samson 

232 

LesRush 

233 

Melba  Robin 

234 

Bob  Raisbeck 

235 

Rami  Rabby 

236 

Joseph  Phillips 

237 

Keith  Perrin 

238 

Jeff  Pearcy 

239 

Cecile  Paice 

240 

James  O'Connell 

241 

Barbara  Nabutovsky 

242 

James  Moynihan 

243 

Jeanne  Marie  Moore 

244 

Blanche  Moore 

245 

Linda  Miller 

246 

Diane  McGeorge 

247 

Sylvia  M  Matthews 

248 

Sharon  Luka 

249 

Patricia  Logan 

250 

Scott  Lewis 

Maryland 

New  York 

South  Dakota 

Missouri 

Missouri 

Iowa 

Iowa 

Texas 

Ohio 

New  York 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Kentucky 

Alabama 

Mississippi 

South  Carolina 

South  Carolina 

Illinois 

Texas 

Oklahoma 

Iowa 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

Arkansas 

Virginia 

Colorado 

Maryland 

West  Virginia 

West  Virginia 

Ohio 

Maryland 

Louisiana 

Wisconsin 

New  York 

Pennsylvania 

Connecticut 

Texas 

Massachusetts 

Texas 

Florida 

Missouri 

Minnesota 

Pennsylvania 

New  Mexico 

Colorado 

Maryland 

Kansas 

New  York 

Washington 


11  00 
11  00 
11  00 
10  00 
10.00 
10.00 
10.00 
10  00 
1000 
10.00 
10  00 
10.00 
10  00 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
10.00 
10.00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10.00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
1000 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10  00 
10.00 
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251 

Sandy  Kelly 

Colorado                                     1 

10  00 

252 

Sharon  Kelly 

New  Jersey 

10  00 

253 

Vera  Jones 

Alabama                                      1 

1000 

254 

Berneice  Johnson 

Iowa 

1000 

255 

Brian  Johnson 

Illinois 

10  00 

256 

Reni  Jackson 

Kentucky                                       1 

1000 

257 

Lettie  Jackson 

Texas 

1000 

258 

David  Hyde 

Oregon                                         1 

10  00 

259 

Thurmond  Hill 

Texas                                           1 

1000 

260 

Sally  Ann  Harper 

South  Dakota                                 1 

10  00 

261 

Dale  Hamm 

Alabama                                      ^ 

1000 

262 

Mark  K   Hamm 

Alabama 

1000 

263 

Peg  Halverson 

District  of  Columbia 

1000 

264 

Jim  Cashel 

Maryland 

10.00 

265 

Ted  Garcia 

Colorado 

1                        10  00 

266 

Stephen  Carabedian 

Rhode  Island 

1                        1000 

267 

William  Fuller 

Iowa 

1                        10  00 

268 

Edwina  Franchild 

Minnesota 

10  00 

269 

Milford  Force 

New  Jersey 

1                         10  00 

270 

Azilee  Floyd 

Texas 

I                        1000 

271 

Jennie  G   Fletcher 

District  of  Columbia 

1                         1000 

272 

Gary  Doty 

Nebraska 

1                         10  00 

273 

Tami  Dodd 

Iowa 

1                        10  00 

274 

Albert  Dimarzio 

Ohio 

1                         10.00 

275 

Richard  Culley 

Indiana 

1                        10  00 

276 

Ella  Council 

Nevada 

1                         10  00 

277 

Peter  Cote 

Massachusetts 

1                         10.00 

278 

Frank  Coppel 

South  Carolina 

1                        10  00 

279 

Janis  Clausing 

Michigan 

1                        10  00 

280 

Kathleen  Chapman 

Maryland 

1                        1000 

281 

Joe  Carlson 

Alaska 

1                        10.00 

282 

Mrs  Donald  Capps 

South  Carolina 

1                        10.00 

283 

DougC   Boone 

Iowa 

1                        10.00 

284 

Tom  Blume 

New  Jersey 

1                        10.00 

285 

Constance  Blackmon 

North  Carolina 

1                        10  00 

286 

Wesley  Blackman 

Missouri 

1                        1000 

287 

Albert  Alexy 

New  Jersey 

1                        10.00 

288 

Omega  Abraham 
**TOTALS*** 

Alaska 

1                       10.00 

139 

0              $25,84000 
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MARCH  ON  WASHINGTON:  OUR  BIGGEST  AND  BEST  YET 
AS  WE  CONFRONT  THE  CHALLENGES  AHEAD 


The  March  on  Washington  has  become 
an  annual  event  of  special  significance  to 
the  blind.  This  year  we  assembled  in  the 
early  days  of  February,  just  in  time  to  get 
acquainted  with  the  new  Administration 
and  many  new  members  of  Congress  as 
they  were  settling  in  to  make  a  renewed 
effort  to  cure  the  country's  economic  ills. 

After  several  weeks  of  planning,  which 
began  at  the  Federation's  Board  of  Direc- 
tors' meeting,  held  in  Baltimore  over  the 
Thanksgiving  weekend,  the  March  was 
actually  underway,  as  Federationists  from 
throughout  the  country  arrived  in  Washing- 
ton on  Sunday,  February  1.  With  almost 
200  of  us  present,  it  is  not  too  much  to  say 
that  the  gathering  of  our  forces  seemed  to 
have  many  of  the  characteristics  of  a  na- 
tional convention,  with  old  friends  meeting 
to  talk  about  developments  in  their  respec- 
tive states,  and  delegations  caucusing  to 
plan  their  strategies  for  the  days  ahead.  There 
was  even  a  bit  of  hospitality,  but  it  was 
abundantly  clear  that  everyone  had  come  to 
work.  And,  indeed,  there  was  plenty  of 
work  to  be  done,  since  there  are  many  new 
faces  in  Congress — freshmen  members  in 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  new 
Senators.  Each  was  given  special  attention 
because  for  many  it  was  the  first  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  of  the  problems  facing  blind 
people  and  of  how  they  might  be  solved 
through  Federal  legislation.  Of  course,  there 
were  also  old  friends  on  Capitol  Hill  to  be 
contacted  as  well;  it  all  made  for  a  jam- 
packed  three  days. 

The  Bellevue  Hotel,  located  north  of  the 
Capitol,  near  the  Amtrak  station  and  the 
National  Visitors  Center,  was  headquarters 
for  the  March  this  year.  The  site  was  excel- 
lent, since  those  who  wanted  to  could  easily 
walk  to  the  Senate  office  buildings,  and  the 


heartier  among  our  troops  could  also  pro- 
ceed across  Capitol  Hill  to  the  three  House 
office  buildings  which  line  Independence 
Avenue,  immediately  to  the  south  of  the 
Capitol  building  itself. 

This  March  set  several  milestones,  inclu- 
ding the  distinction  of  largest  and  most  re- 
presentative yet.  We  also  overflowed  the 
space  provided  in  the  headquarters  hotel, 
giving  Ralph  Sanders,  who  coordinated  all 
housing  arrangements,  a  few  anxious  mo- 
ments until  ample  accommodations  were 
found  in  a  brand  new  Holiday  Inn,  located 
a  few  blocks  south  of  Capitol  Hill.  Even  in 
these  times  of  inflation,  the  room  rates, 
the  same  for  both  hotels,  were  among  the 
best  we  have  ever  had. 

The  first  briefing  session,  designed  to 
prepare  everyone  for  the  work  ahead,  be- 
gan at  6:00  PM  Sunday  evening,  right  on 
time,  as  is  our  custom  in  Federation  events. 
We  might  also  note  that  the  talking  clocks 
were  clearly  in  evidence,  although,  after  an 
initial  opportunity  to  have  them  speak  in 
unison  (6:04  PM)  most  clock  owners  were 
able  to  restrain  themselves  from  checking 
the  time  until  after  the  meeting  had  ended, 
nearly  four  hours  later. 

President  Jernigan  gaveled  the  briefing 
session  to  order  and  gave  opening  remarks 
which  brought  us  all  up  to  date  on  latest 
developments  in  the  movement.  There  was 
much  to  feel  good  about,  not  the  least  of 
which  was  the  report  that  the  mortgage  on 
our  National  Center  in  Baltimore  is  now 
paid  off,  and  the  property  is  free  and  clear. 
Dr.  Jernigan  also  informed  us  that  an  in- 
vestigation which  had  been  conducted  by 
the  U.  S.  Attorney  in  Des  Moines  to  look 
into  the  charges  of  the  Des  Moines  Register, 
was  now  closed  with  the  finding,  in  writing, 
that  "no  action  by  the  government  was 
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warranted" — in  other  words,  we  have  been 
completely  vindicated  and  the  innuendoes 
and  much-talked-about  charges  of  our  op- 
ponents totally  discredited.  This  so-called 
"investigation"  (which  never  had  any  sub- 
stance to  it  in  the  first  place,  and  which  has 
been  dragged  out  since  1978)  has  now  fi- 
nally come  to  an  end  and  has  turned  up 
exactly  what  we  always  said  it  would  turn 
up — nothing.  It  will  be  interesting  to  see 
whether  our  AFB-NAC-ACB-Des  Moines 
Register  friends  are  as  anxious  to  spread  this 
word  as  they  have  been  to  spread  the  innuen- 
does and  the  lies. 

The  report  from  Des  Moines,  the  news 
about  the  National  Center,  the  information 
that  the  JOB  contract  has  been  increased 
and  renewed  for  another  year,  and  a  variety 
of  similar  encouraging  and  positive  reports 
gave  all  of  us  ample  reason  for  good  spirit 
and  high  enthusiasm  as  we  set  forth  with 
pride  the  next  day  to  do  our  work  in  Wash- 
ington. 

The  issues  which  we  talked  to  our  Sena- 
tors and  Representatives  about  this  year  are 
not  unfamiliar  to  Federationists.  Each  of 
the  issues  will  be  discussed  in  some  detail 
later  in  this  article,  and  a  "Legislative  Mem- 
orandum," presenting  an  overview  of  social 
and  economic  conditions  prevalent  among 
the  blind  is  included.  These  materials  have 
been  developed  with  an  eye  toward  those 
elements  of  need  which  relate  to  the  eco- 
nomic situation  of  most  blind  people,  since 
the  top  priority  for  this  Congress  is  to  at- 
tack conditions  of  stress  and  instability  in 
our  national  economy.  As  will  be  observed, 
the  point  to  be  made  in  general  is  that  in 
solving  the  major  economic  problems  now 
plaguing  our  country,  the  blind  should  not 
be  pushed  aside  and  ignored.  Lawmakers 
too  often  fail  to  understand  (unless  we  call 
the  matter  to  their  attention)  that  we,  too, 
(those  of  us  who  are  blind)  have  many  eco- 
nomic problems  which  are  often  imposed 


upon  us  by  provisions  of  Federal  law.  Our 
job,  as  the  organized  voice  of  the  nation's 
blind,  is  to  let  these  policy-makers  know 
where  the  changes  in  the  laws  need  to  be 
made. 

It  must  be  clear  to  everyone  that  the  Elec- 
tion Day  mandate  of  November  4,  1980, 
has  signalled  the  beginning  of  a  new  era  in 
national  politics,  and  with  it,  a  new  set  of 
priorities  is  now  being  established.  Repre- 
sentative Barry  Goldwater,  Jr.  (Republican 
of  California)  put  it  best  when  he  addressed 
a  large  delegation  of  our  marchers  assembled 
on  Tuesday  morning,  February  3,  in  the 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building.  Mr.  Gold- 
water  said  that  for  the  last  ten  or  fifteen 
years  Congress  has  enjoyed  the  unchecked 
luxury  of  spending  the  people's  money  as 
if  there  were  no  tomorrow,  but  finally,  he 
said,  tomorrow  has  arrived,  and  it  is  time 
to  face  reality  by  realizing  that  the  unre- 
strained practices  of  the  past  cannot  con- 
tinue any  longer. 

The  program  which  we  presented  to  Con- 
gress this  year  takes  this  into  account  by 
focusing  on  those  features  of  current  law 
which  stand  as  road  blocks  to  economic 
progress,  independence,  and  security  for 
the  blind.  This  package  of  legislative  pro- 
posals does  not  call  for  initiating  big,  new, 
and  expensive  programs;  it  asks  only  to 
have  established  laws  modified  so  as  to  free 
blind  people  from  the  restrictions  which  are 
now  being  imposed  upon  them  by  public 
policy  and  social  attitudes. 

We  did  not  attempt  to  address  all  of  the 
issues  which  currently  cry  out  for  legislative 
solutions,  since  given  the  times,  this  ap- 
proach would  have  been  counterproductive. 
The  time  will  come  when  each  matter  can 
be  taken  up  in  its  turn.  As  a  whole,  our 
theme  was  simple:  The  blind,  more  than 
most,  suffer  the  pain  of  the  hard  economic 
times.  Yet,  we  are  often  prevented  from 
doing  anything  about  this  condition.  We 
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are  sidetracked  from  the  main  channels  of 
productive  life. 

We  delivered  this  message  forcefully  as 
we  fanned  out  to  every  Congressional  office. 
Reports  received  by  workers  in  our  fourth 
floor  command  post  at  the  Bellevue  indi- 
cated that  our  message  was  greeted  with 
generally  positive  response,  and  we  found 
many  friends  who  are  ready  and  willing  to 
join  in  championing  our  cause  in  the  Halls 
of  Congress.  In  the  weeks  ahead,  the  bills 
will  be  introduced,  so  watch  for  announce- 
ments in  the  Monitor  and  otherwise.  Already, 
Congressman  Philip  Burton  (Democrat  of 


California)  has  introduced  the  minimum 
wage  legislation  in  the  House  of  Represen- 
tatives. The  bill  is  HR  852.  All  members  of 
the  House  should  be  encouraged  to  co- 
sponsor  this  bill  and  to  work  with  us  as  the 
other  bills  get  underway.  Likewise,  members 
of  the  Senate  should  be  urged  to  contact  us 
to  express  their  interest  in  joining  with  us  to 
lead  or  advance  the  legislative  effort  in  these 
areas.  The  times  are,  indeed,  times  of 
change,  but  there  is  certainly  no  reason  for 
despair,  for  we  have  only  ourselves  to  blame 
if  we  fail  to  meet  the  challenge. 


LEGISLATIVE  MEMORANDUM 


FROM: 


TO: 


Members  of  the  National  Feder- 
ation of  the  Blind 

Members  of  the  Ninety-Seventh 
Congress 


RE 


The  blind:  A  status  report  and 
legislative  solutions 

Nearly  one-half  million  people  in  the 
United  States  are  blind;  we  do  not  see,  or 
we  do  not  see  very  well,  but  for  most  of  us 
the  lack  of  eyesight  has  not  been  the  prin- 
cipal obstacle.  As  much  as  any  other  group 
of  citizens,  we  want  to  shoulder  our  share 
of  the  burden  by  contributing  to  the  growth 
of  our  nation's  economy,  and  most  of  us 
have  the  capacity  (not  merely  the  desire)  to 
do  this;  several  thousand  of  us  are  already 
at  work  and  proving  ourselves  every  day. 

The  rest  of  us  have  been  side-tracked, 
and  as  the  economic  times  grow  harder,  our 
prospects  for  an  equal  chance  to  be  part 
of  the  productive  life  of  our  communities 
continue  to  diminish.  The  best  statistics  we 
can  gather  show  that  only  about  30,000 
blind  people  have  jobs  which  pay  them 
more  than  $458.00  per  month,  just  enough 
to  lose  all  of  their  Social  Security  benefits 


but  sometimes  not  enough  to  live  on.  Most 
blind  people  are  not  able  to  find  work,  but 
when  they  do,  they  may  often  be  chan- 
neled into  jobs  far  beneath  their  skills  and 
potentials,  such  as  working  at  below  pov- 
erty level  wages  in  sheltered  workshops. 
Few  blind  people  own  their  own  businesses. 
About  4,000  participate  in  a  special  govern- 
mentally  sponsored  program,  providing 
opportunities  for  them  to  manage  vending 
facilities  on  federal  and  other  property. 

Most  blind  people  have  only  their  Social 
Security  or  Supplemental  Security  Income 
checks  to  meet  regular  daily  living  expenses, 
yet  many  could  be  self-sufficient  and  pro- 
ductive if  given  the  opportunity  to  do  so. 
The  National  Federation  of  the  Blind  is 
actively  working  to  alter  or  remove  the  var- 
ious social  conditions  and  attitudes  which 
have  historically  prevented  the  blind  from 
becoming  full  partners  in  business  and  in- 
dustry; much  of  the  job  is  educational,  and 
some  progress  can  be  made  through  special 
initiatives,  such  as  our  federally  assisted 
job  opportunities  project,  but  certain  legal 
barriers  remain  in  our  path,  requiring  ac- 
tion by  Congress.   These  are  mentioned 
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below  and  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the 
accompanying  fact  sheets.  Each  proposal 
addresses  an  identified  problem  with  an 
appropriate  legislative  solution,  and  in  each 
case,  federal  legislation  represents  the  only 
viable  option  available. 

(!)  Wage  Protection  for  Low  Income 
Blind  Workers:  The  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  (FLSA)  contains  an  exemption  which 
applies  to  blind  workers,  allowing  pay  rates 
to  be  as  low  as  25%  of  the  federal  minimum 
wage.  The  exemption  arrangement  was  en- 
acted in  1938  as  part  of  the  original  law, 
and  it  was  only  modified  slightly  fifteen 
years  ago.  Excluding  blind  workers  from 
minimum  wage  protection  denies  thou- 
sands the  chance  to  be  paid  a  wage  which 
barely  compensates  them  for  their  produc- 
tive efforts.  One  out  of  every  seven  blind 
people  who  have  jobs  is  employed  by  a 
sheltered  workshop  where  the  FLSA  ex- 
emptions are  most  commonly  in  effect. 
Wages  for  these  workers  could  be  improved 
by  providing  them  with  the  minimum  wage 
protection  available  to  others  throughout 
our  industrial  economy.  A  legislative  pro- 
posal and  a  detailed  explanation  of  the 
need  for  it  will  be  found  in  the  accom- 
panying fact  sheet  on  "Minimum  Wage  for 
the  Blind." 

(2)  The  Problem  of  Discrimination:  De- 
spite all  of  the  efforts  we  are  making  to 
change  public  attitudes,  the  image  of  the 
helpless,  dependent  blind  is  still  wide-spread 
in  our  culture.  This  has  resulted  in  limiting 
substantially  our  opportunities  for  compet- 
itive employment,  and  laws  must  be  enacted 
to  prevent  these  unjustified  restrictions, 
wherever  possible.  In  some  states  the  laws 
which  prohibit  employment  discrimination 
against  women  and  minorities  have  also 
been  amended  to  include  protection  for  dis- 
abled persons,  and  the  results  have  shown 
that  public  policy  against  discrimination  on 
the  basis  of  handicap  can  expand  employ- 


ment possibilities  while  reducing  the  burden 
on  our  welfare  system.  The  federal  legisla- 
tion in  this  area  is  limited  and  largely  inef- 
fective, but  Congress  could  act  to  insure 
equal  employment  opportunity  for  the  blind 
and  handicapped  persons.  The  best  way  to 
do  this  is  by  amending  Title  VII  of  the  Civil 
Rights  Act  of  1964  along  the  lines  of  bills 
introduced  in  the  Senate  and  House  during 
the  96th  Congress.  This  legislation  and  the 
need  for  it  are  described  further  in  the  ac- 
companying fact  sheet  on  "Employment 
Discrimination  Against  the  Blind." 

(3)  Social  Security  and  Work  Incentives: 
120,000  blind  people  derive  their  principal 
income  from  the  Social  Security  Disability 
Insurance  (SSDI)  program  which  includes 
monthly  cash  benefits  and  medicare  cover- 
age for  certain  beneficiaries.  The  concept 
of  Social  Security  replacing  earnings  which 
are  lost  because  of  a  disability  such  as  blind- 
ness has  merit,  but  our  present  SSDI  pro- 
gram remains  committed  to  the  philosophy 
of  helping  only  those  beneficiaries  who  do 
not  work  and  denying  a  hand  up  to  those 
who  want  to  achieve  self-sufficiency  again. 
This  philosophy  operates  by  means  of  an 
arbitrarily  imposed  earnings  limitation 
which  has  the  inevitable  and  undesirable 
effect  of  stifling  the  initiative  of  thousands 
of  potentially  productive  blind  citizens.  A 
legislative  solution,  calling  for  specific 
changes  in  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  has  enjoyed  bi-partisan  support  in  past 
Congresses  and  several  amendments  to  pro- 
vide more  work  incentive  for  the  blind  have 
actually  become  law;  the  most  recent  of 
these  being  part  of  the  1977  Social  Security 
amendments.  A  more  detailed  discussion 
of  proposed  legislation  to  alleviate  the  work 
incentive  problems  caused  by  disability 
insurance  will  be  found  in  the  accompany- 
ing fact  sheet  on  "Improved  Disability  In- 
surance for  the  Blind." 

Blind  people  are  asking  for  your  help  in 
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gathering  support  for  legislation  in  the  areas 
outlined  above.  As  this  session  of  Congress 
proceeds,  we  anticipate  introduction  of 
appropriate  bills,  and  we  ask  that  you  join 
those  who  will  support  each  element  of  our 
three-pronged  attack  upon  the  most  pressing 
economic  and  social  problems  facing  the 
blind.  Many  priorities  confront  the  97th 
Congress,  but  none  is  more  important  than 
putting  America  back  to  work  again,  and 
the  blind  must  not  be  overlooked  in  fash- 
ioning the  best  possible  legislative  program 
to  do  the  job. 


For  more  information 
please  contact: 

James  Gashel 

Director,  Governmental  Affairs 

National  Federation  of  the  Blind 

1800  Johnson  Street 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21230 

(301)659-9314 

FACT  SHEET 

MINIMUM  WAGE  FORTHE  BLIND 

97th  CONGRESS:  H.R.  852 -PURPOSE: 
To  extend  to  blind  and  visually  impaired 
citizens  the  coverage  of  the  minimum  wage 
and  overtime  pay  provisions  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  (FLSA). 

LEGISLATIVE  HISTORY:  H.R.  852  (a 
bill  to  amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938  to  provide  that  blind  persons 
may  not  be  employed  at  less  than  the  ap- 
plicable minimum  wage  under  that  Act)  has 
been  introduced  by  Honorable  Philip  Bur- 
ton of  California.  Identical  bills  have  been 
introduced  in  the  95th  and  96th  Congres- 
ses, and  four  days  of  hearings  have  been 
held  by  the  subcommittee  on  Labor  Stan- 
dards of  the  House  Committee  on  Education 
and  Labor.  These  hearings  have  sparked 


a  serious  reassessment  of  present  law  and 
policy. 

As  a  part  of  this  review,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  initiated  a  rule-making  proceed- 
ing and  held  administrative  hearings  in 
mid-1979.  One  year  later,  in  May,  1980,  the 
administrative  review  was  concluded  with 
the  finding  that  the  Department  of  Labor 
lacks  sufficient  authority  to  establish  a  min- 
imum wage  requirement  on  behalf  of  blind 
workers.  At  the  same  time,  however,  the 
Department  of  Labor  did  express  a  desire 
to  work  toward  some  resolution  of  this  pro- 
blem for  blind  persons  by  invoking  "ex- 
perimental" authority  to  order  certain  wage 
increases  under  the  FLSA.  DOL's  experi- 
ment (which  involves  ordering  employers  to 
raise  wages  for  certain  blind  workers  over  a 
four  year  period  to  achieve  full  minimum 
wage)  has  not  even  begun  at  this  point,  and 
there  is  no  assurance  that  the  "experiment" 
will  ever  start  or  be  completed.  In  short, 
a  legislative  solution  is  required. 

Early  last  year  the  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  commenced  a  large-scale  re- 
view of  the  so-called  sheltered  workshops 
which  receive  the  principal  advantage  of 
subminimum  wages.  The  GAO  review  is 
nearly  complete,  and  a  report  is  expected 
in  mid-February. 

PRESENT  LA  WAND  REGULA  TION: 
Section  14(c)  of  the  FLSA  permits  submin- 
imum wage  payments  to  handicapped  workers 
and  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
promulgate  regulations  and  to  establish 
certification  procedures  under  which  sub- 
minimum  wages  may  be  paid.  Any  employer, 
(including  a  sheltered  workshop)  may  pay 
handicapped  employees  subminimum  wages 
after  submitting  for  approval  by  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  a  request  for  an  exemp- 
tion. 

Labor  Department  regulations  allow  the 
subminimum  wages  to  go  as  low  as  25% 
of  the  satutory  minimum  wage.  Exemption 
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certificates  are  issued  to  set  the  submini- 
mum  pay  rate  applicable  to  the  work  force 
of  a  sheltered  workshop,  but  individual 
certificates  (providing  for  even  lower  rates 
of  pay)  may  be  secured. 

BACKGROUND  DATA:  A  study  re- 
leased by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor 
in  March,  1979,  reported  that  there  were 
6,196  "visually  impaired"  workers  in  more 
than  100  sheltered  workshops.  There  are  an 
estimated  900  blind  employees  in  competi- 
tive industry  receiving  subminimum  wages, 
but  exact  data  is  not  available.  Exemption 
certificates  show  that  many  workers  earn 
less  than  $1  an  hour — and  some  get  only 
carfare — without  fringe  benefits  or  job 
security.  Half  of  the  blind  workers  were 
paid  less  than  $1,500  according  to  the  1979 
Labor  Department  report.  Administrators 
of  the  workshops,  by  contrast,  often  re- 
ceive salaries  in  the  $50,000  range,  with 
substantial  benefits. 

One  hundred  sheltered  workshops  for 
the  blind  are  part  of  a  nationwide  system 
known  as  National  Industries  for  the  Blind 
(NIB).  NIB  (a  private  organization)  allocates 
federal  government  and  other  contracts  to 
the  workshops  and  receives  in  return  a  per- 
centage (ranging  from  4%  to  10%)  of  the 
gross  sales  on  those  contracts.  It  employs 
approximately  60  people  nationally  (re- 
portedly none  of  whom  are  blind,  many 
being  former  military  executives  who  receive 
substantial  retirement  pensions)  with  annual 
expenditures  of  two  million  dollars  for  sal- 
aries and  other  expenses. 

REASONS  TO  ADOPT:  Blind  people 
should  not  be  excluded  from  our  long-estab- 
lished national  policy  of  minimum  wage 
protection  for  American  workers.  The  jus- 
tification which  has  been  used  for  denying 
wage  protection  for  blind  workers  is  the 
presumption  that  productivity  is  lower 
among  the  blind  than  other  workers,  but 
the  facts  are  to  the  contrary.  Almost  all 


blind  people  who  work  in  private  industry 
are  paid  the  minimum  wage  or  above,  and 
approximately  20  sheltered  workshops  for 
the  blind  guarantee  their  blind  employees 
at  least  the  minimum  wage.  The  question 
should  be  asked,  why  are  other  workshops 
not  required  to  protect  the  wages  of  blind 
workers? 

Inefficient  management,  substandard 
equipment,  and  poor  production  methods 
are  at  the  heart  of  the  problem.  The  blind 
should  no  longer  be  forced  to  suffer  the 
injustice  of  subminimum  wages  in  order  to 
subsidize  inefficiency  and  substandard  con- 
ditions. Thoroughly  tried  and  tested  busi- 
ness practices  commonly  in  use  in  industry 
today  can  improve  productivity  and  in- 
crease business  volume  for  the  workshops. 
Business  and  industry  have  demonstrated 
the  capacity  to  improve  wages  and  working 
conditions  for  American  workers,  and  there 
is  no  reason  to  expect  that  the  managers  of 
sheltered  workshops  could  not  do  the  same 
for  the  blind. 

Blind  workers  are  productive.  During  FY 
1979,  the  5,350  blind  people  who  worked  in 
the  NIB  system  generated  $127,267,416  in 
gross  sales.  But  these  blind  workers  were 
not  paid  an  equitable  amount  in  compar- 
ison to  their  productivity — salaries  and 
fringe  benefits  amounted  to  $24,143,756, 
or  18.9%  of  the  gross  sales.  In  competitive 
employment  it  is  customary  for  salaries  and 
fringe  benefits  paid  to  production  workers 
to  be  in  the  range  of  23.4%  to  28%  of  gross 
sales  or  even  more. 

The  workshops  argue  that  they  cannot 
increase  the  wages  of  the  blind  but  there 
are  plenty  of  facts  which  do  not  support 
their  assertion.  Surveys  of  balance  sheets 
for  several  agencies  which  operate  work- 
shops show  sufficient  capital  is  available. 
The  Industrial  Home  for  the  Blind  (IHB) 
which  operates  three  sheltered  plants  in  the 
New  York  City  area  reported  net  worth  of 
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$13,689,655  at  the  end  of  1976.  In  1978 
IHB  produced  revenue  of  $3,754,827  from 
its  sales  activities  yet  blind  workers  were 
only  paid  $360,000,  less  than  10%  for  their 
labors.  In  1977,  the  Jewish  Guild  for  the 
Blind,  also  operating  workshops  in  New 
York  City,  had  excess  income  over  expenses 
of  nearly  one  million  dollars,  which  brought 
the  organization's  net  worth  to  $25,640,251 
at  the  beginning  of  1978.  The  New  York 
Association  for  the  Blind  started  1977  with 
$55,264,654  in  net  worth,  but  by  the  end 
of  the  year  there  had  been  an  increase  of 
$2,156,574. 

Elsewhere  in  the  country,  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Lighthouse,  already  worth  $6,354,747, 
ended  1977  with  an  increase  of  $449,148. 
This  agency  has  now  gone  to  minimum 
wage  for  all  blind  workers.  In  Washing- 
ton, D.C.,  the  Columbia  Lighthouse  for 
the  Blind  was  worth  $2,229,998  as  it  started 
1977,  and  this  was  up  from  $1,662,507  at 
the  beginning  of  the  previous  year.  In  Cin- 
cinnati, the  Clovernook  Home  and  School 
for  the  Blind  (which  also  operates  a  shel- 
tered workshop)  boosted  its  net  worth  by 
$224,534  during  1977,  reaching  a  total  of 
$7,945,877  at  the  end  of  that  year.  Looking 
at  the  broader  picture,  a  random  sample 
check  of  fund  balance  sheets  from  36  work- 
shops (Vi  of  the  NIB  system)  shows  that 
77%  of  them  had  excess  income  over  ex- 
penses during  1977. 

It  is  contended  that  the  removal  of  sub- 
minimum  wages  for  the  bUnd  will  be  harm- 
ful since  blind  persons  who  receive  higher 
wages  will  lose  Supplemental  Security  In- 
come (SSI)  and  Social  Security  Disability 
Insurance  (SSDI)  benefits.  This  is  not  nec- 
essarily the  case.  The  SSI  eligibility  rules 
for  the  blind  permit  earnings  well  above  the 
minimum  wage  before  benefits  are  sus- 
pended or  even  reduced.  The  SSDI  rules 
are  somewhat  more  restrictive,  but  any 
blind  person  is  permitted  to  earn  $5,500 


during  1981  before  SSDI  benefits  are  termi- 
nated, and  this  rate  is  higher  than  the  aver- 
age wage  which  workers  receive  in  the  NIB 
system.  Most  importantly,  the  decision  to 
earn  one's  daily  bread  is  a  matter  of  indi- 
vidual choice,  and  no  employer  should  be 
permitted  to  limit  a  worker's  earnings  sim- 
ply because  the  employee  has  access  to  other 
income.  The  blind  have  decided  that  it  is 
better  to  earn  a  living  than  to  live  off  of 
the  earnings  of  others,  and  this  decision 
should  command  the  respect  of  all. 


FACT  SHEET 

EMPLOYMENT  DISCRIMINATION 
AGAINSTTHE  BLIND 


BACKGROUND:  Despite  expenditures 
of  nearly  one  billion  dollars  annually  for  the 
State/federal  vocational  rehabilitation  pro- 
gram, most  blind  people  remain  substantially 
unemployed  or  underemployed.  Social  Se- 
curity data  indicates  that  approximately 
30,000  blind  people  have  jobs  which  pay 
them  gross  wages  in  excess  of  $458  per 
month,  just  enough  not  to  receive  Social 
Security  Disability  Insurance  benefits.  The 
problem  is  discrimination,  not  any  general 
incapacity  for  work  among  the  blind.  Myths, 
misconceptions,  and  lack  of  accurate  infor- 
mation about  blindness  caused  this  discrim- 
ination, leading  employers  to  make  typical 
statements  such  as  the  following:  "I'd  like 
to  hire  a  blind  person,  I  really  would,  but 
we  have  a  factory  here,  and  there's  really 
nothing  they  can  do  — but  you  understand, 
I  know  how  capable  they  are;  I  wish  I  could 
help."  These  phrases  are  the  most  common 
manifestations  of  the  deep-seated  preju- 
dices, fears,  and  doubts  about  the  ability  of 
blind  people  to  work  productively;  this  is 
the  essence  of  discrimination,  coupled  with 
kindness  and  charity. 
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PRESENT  LA  W:  Discrimination  against 
blind  persons  in  employment  is  often  poorly 
or  not  at  all  addressed  by  federal  and  State 
laws.  While  some  legislation  to  prohibit 
employment  discrimination  does  exist,  the 
results  so  far  have  been  a  patch-work  sys- 
tem containing  diverse  and  often  conflict- 
ing policies  and  regulations.  Employers  are 
confused,  and  so  are  the  blind  who  seek 
opportunities. 

The  first  laws  (commonly  known  as  "White 
Cane  Laws")  came  to  the  State  level,  and 
these  are  ordinarily  based  on  a  model  devel- 
oped by  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  more  than  a  decade  ago.  The  next 
advancement  occurred  when  several  States 
passed  laws  concerning  handicapped  peo- 
ple along  with  the  other  minorities  and 
women  protected  by  civil  rights  statutes.  In 
1973  the  Congress  entered  into  the  picture 
by  including  three  provisions  related  to 
employment  discrimination  against  handi- 
capped persons  in  the  Rehabilitation  Act. 
These  are  Section  501  (requiring  federal 
agencies  to  establish  affirmative  action  pro- 
grams for  handicapped  applicants  and  em- 
ployees), and  Section  504  (prohibiting  all 
forms  of  discrimination  against  handicap- 
ped persons  by  recipients  of  federal  finan- 
cial assistance  and  in  federal  programs). 
In  1978  the  Congress  took  further  action  to 
strengthen  these  anti-discrimination  laws 
by  specifying  that  the  rights  and  remedies 
under  Title  VI  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of 
1964  would  also  be  available  to  victims  of 
discrimination  prohibited  by  the  Rehabili- 
tation Act. 

These  federal  and  State  laws  are  import- 
ant but  limited  in  scope  and  effectiveness, 
and  so  far  enforcement  has  often  been  slow; 
nor  is  there  a  single  agency  in  the  govern- 
ment to  oversee  enforcement  of  these  laws — 
the  system  is  complex  and  bureaucratic. 
For  example,  the  Office  of  Federal  Con- 
tract Compliance  Programs  (OFCCP)  in 


the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor  (DOL)  is 

responsible  for  enforcing  the  Affirmative 
Action  requirements  which  cover  federal 
contractors,  while  every  other  federal  agency 
which  extends  federal  financial  assistance 
also  maintains  authority  to  enforce  anti- 
discrimination regulations  which  cover 
employment  practices  of  federally  assisted 
programs  and  activities.  This  system  is  be- 
wildering to  persons  having  legitimate  claims 
of  employment  discrimination — which 
federal  agency  has  jurisdiction;  that  is  the 
question.  Furthermore,  the  thousands  of 
employers  who  engage  in  interstate  com- 
merce but  do  not  operate  under  federal 
contracts  or  receive  federal  grants  are  gen- 
erally not  covered  by  the  current  constel- 
lation of  laws,  thus  there  is  no  clear  remedy 
available  when  discrimination  occurs. 

NEED  FOR  LEGISLATION:  Enact- 
ment of  equal  employment  opportunity 
legislation  to  protect  the  blind  and  other 
handicapped  persons  from  employment 
discrimination  is  essential  in  order  to  insure 
that  these  potentially  productive  citizens 
will  be  able  to  contribute  their  talents  and 
energies  as  equal  partners  in  our  nation's 
work  force.  The  principal  objective  should 
be  to  establish  a  firm  legislative  mandate 
against  employment  discrimination  which 
places  potentially  employable  and  inde- 
pendent citizens  among  the  ranks  of  the 
unemployed  and  dependent,  leaving  them 
at  the  mercy  of  our  nation's  welfare  and 
social  services  systems. 

The  present  laws  prohibiting  discrimina- 
tion on  the  basis  of  handicap  offer  in- 
adequate protection  against  employment 
discrimination,  and  often,  although  busi- 
ness and  industry  have  a  strong  desire  to 
cooperate,  the  requirements  of  both  federal 
and  State  agencies  conflict  to  such  an  ex- 
tent that  their  expectations  are  confusing 
and  contradictory.  Moreover,  most  work 
situations  are  not  covered  at  all  by  federal 
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or  State  laws.  For  example  Section  503  of 
the  Rehabilitation  Act  extends  to  approxi- 
mately 300,000  federal  contractors  and 
subcontractors,  whereas  more  than  700,000 
employers,  operating  in  the  private  sector 
without  federal  contracts,  remain  substan- 
tially free  from  any  obligation  to  avoid 
discrimination  against  blind  and  handi- 
capped persons.  Compounding  the  problem, 
recent  court  rulings  have  held  that  Con- 
gress did  not  intend  to  prohibit  employ- 
ment discrimination  against  the  handicapped 
when  it  enacted  Section  504  of  the  Rehabili- 
tation Act,  which  requires  that  federal  pro- 
grams and  federally  assisted  programs 
operate  without  discrimination  on  the  basis 
of  handicap. 

In  short,  under  current  law,  there  is  no 
generally  applicable  prohibition  against 
employment  discrimination  on  the  basis  of 
handicapping  condition.  Title  VII  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  prohibits  employ- 
ment discrimination  of  the  basis  of  race, 
color,  religion,  sex,  or  national  origin;  but 
it  provides  no  protection  for  disabled  workers. 
The  blind  as  a  group  have  long  worked  to 
gain  the  status  of  equality  and  to  organize 
public  assistance  and  rehabilitation  pro- 
grams which  are  directed  toward  offering  a 
hand  up  to  productive  employment,  not 
merely  a  handout  along  with  meaningless 
exercise.  The  Congressional  Budget  Office 
has  estimated  that  the  cost  of  enacting  equal 
employment  opportunity  legislation  in  this 
area  would  not  be  significant,  with  only 
a  modest  increase  in  expenditures  of  the 
Equal  Employment  Opportunity  Commis- 
sion (EEOC)  for  compliance  enforcement 
activities. 

PROPOSED  LEGISLATION:  Although 
support  has  been  building  for  legislation  to 
provide  protection  against  employment  dis- 
crimination for  the  blind  and  handicapped, 
the  most  significant  steps  were  taken  in  the 
96th  Congress.  Of  special  importance  was 


introduction  of  companion  bills  in  the  Sen- 
ate and  House — S.  446  by  Senator  Harrison 
Williams,  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Commit- 
tee on  Labor  and  Human  Resources  and 
H.R.  7423  by  Representative  Paul  Simon, 
Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Select 
Education  of  the  House  Committee  on  Edu- 
cation and  Labor.  Each  bill  attracted  a  signi- 
ficant number  of  co-sponsors  representing 
points  of  view  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 
These  bills  were  entitled  "The  Equal  Employ- 
ment Opportunity  for  the  Handicapped 
Act  of  1979,"  and  they  each  would  amend 
Title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964 
by  adding  protection  for  persons  with  "hand- 
icapping conditions."  A  definition  of  "hand- 
icapping conditions"  is  also  included. 

During  the  first  session  of  the  96th  Con- 
gress the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Human  Resources  conducted  hearings  on 
S.  446  and  favorably  reported  the  bill  on 
August  1,  1979;  however,  neither  body 
took  final  action  as  the  96th  Congress  came 
to  a  close. 

FACT  SHEET 

IMPROVED  DISABILITY  INSURANCE 
FOR  THE  BLIND 

A  bill  to  amend  Title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  so  as  to  liberalize  the  condi- 
tions governing  eligibility  of  blind  persons 
to  receive  disability  insurance  benefits  there- 
under. 

HISTOR  Y:  The  Disability  Insurance  for 
the  Blind  bill,  which  has  passed  the  Senate 
seven  times,  was  first  offered  in  the  88th 
Congress  by  Senator  Hubert  Humphrey. 
Senator  Vance  Hartke  introduced  the  bill  in 
the  90th  Congress  whereby  the  House-Sen- 
ate Conference  on  Social  Security  matters 
made  the  generally  accepted  definition  of 
blindness  (20/200  etc.)  the  standard  for 
visual  loss  under  the  Disability  Insurance 
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program.  Offered  again  in  the  91st  Con- 
gress, the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
adopted  a  portion  of  the  proposed  Disabil- 
ity Insurance  for  the  Blind  bill  removing 
the  "five  out  of  the  last  ten  years"  work 
requirement  which  had  previously  applied 
to  the  blind  and  disabled  alike,  making 
30,000  otherwise  ineligible  blind  persons 
eligible  for  Social  Security  disability  bene- 
fits. Subsequent  to  this,  the  bill  passed  the 
Senate  several  times  in  succeeding  Congres- 
ses, and  in  the  95th  another  step  toward 
full  enactment  was  taken  when  the  Sub- 
stantial Gainful  Activity  Test  (earnings 
Hmitation)  for  blind  Disability  Insurance 
beneficiaries  was  established  by  law  at  the 
monthly  dollar  amount  which  persons  who 
retire  at  age  65  are  permitted  to  earn  with- 
out decreasing  their  retirement  benefits. 

PROVISIONS:  (I)  Allows  qualification 
for  disability  benefits  to  the  person  who  is 
blind,  according  to  the  generally  accepted 
definition  of  blindness  (20/200  etc.)  and 
who  has  worked  six  quarters  in  Social  Se- 
curity-covered works. 

(2)  Continues  payment  of  benefits  irre- 
spective of  earnings  so  long  as  blindness 
lasts,  rather  than  cutting  off  benefits  if  the 
blind  person  earns  as  little  as  $458.00  in  a 
month,  as  provided  in  existing  law. 

REASONS  FOR  ADOPTION:  (1)  Reduc- 
ing the  work  requirement  is  more  equitable 
for  blind  persons  since  because  of  employer 
reluctance  to  hire  them,  the  blind  often 
cannot  accumulate  the  necessary  quarters 
of  coverage.  They  are  victims  of  the  last 
hired,  first  fired  syndrome. 

(2)  Present  law  keeps  blind  people  and 
those  who  become  blind  out  of  the  work 
force.  Blind  persons  who  seek  work  do  so 
at  the  risk  of  economic  disaster  since  their 
wages  are  often  less  than  their  disability 
benefits,  and  there  is  no  certainty  that  their 
employment  will  continue.  Many  do  not 
work  as  a  result. 


(3)  Severe  economic  consequences  ac- 
company blindness.  Earning  power  is  usu- 
ally cut  in  half,  and  wages  must  go  for 
hiring  readers,  drivers,  or  for  purchasing 
costly  devices.  The  blind  did  not  create  the 
negative  attitudes  of  employers  which  keep 
them  from  responsible,  better  paying  jobs; 
but  through  their  lost  wages,  they  pay  for 
this  second-class  treatment.  The  costs  of 
blindness  should  be  spread  across  society 
as  a  whole. 

(4)  Reduction  in  welfare  payments  to 
the  blind  would  occur  if  this  proposal  is 
adopted.  After  adoption  of  this  measure, 
most  blind  people  eligible  for  SSI  and  other 
welfare  payments  would  eventually  transfer 
to  this  new  program.  Seventy-five  thousand 
blind  people  would  likely  become  ineligible 
for  SSI,  thus  there  would  be  a  cost  savings 
to  general  revenues. 

ISSUES  AND  RESPONSES 

ISSUE:  Cost 

Congressional  Budget  Office  most  recent 
estimate:  $310  million,  first  year,  $760  mil- 
lion, fifth  year;  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion: twice  the  amount  of  the  CBO  esti- 
mates. 

RESPONSE:  The  cost  estimates  pro- 
vided so  far  are  questionable  on  several 
counts,  primarily  in  their  failure  to  under- 
stand the  blind  population.  A  more  thor- 
ough investigation  of  this  group  would 
result  in  substantially  lower  cost  figures. 
Consider  the  following  analysis:  There  are 
about  475, (X)0  legally  blind  persons  (and 
this  number  remains  stable).  Half  of  these 
are  over  age  65.  Thirty-one  thousand  of  the 
remainder  are  children  (under  age  18).  Of 
the  remaining  206,500  working  age  blind, 
166,00  are  already  receiving  either  disability 
insurance  payments  or  SSI,  and  therefore 
they  would  not  be  new  beneficiaries  with 
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adoption  of  this  bill.  (These  are  blind  per- 
sons, who  if  they  are  working,  are  earning 
less  than  $458.00  per  month.)  Because  of 
other  circumstances  (for  example,  blind 
people  who  have  sighted,  working  spouses), 
probably  another  10,000  of  the  remaining 
40,500  would  also  continue  to  be  ineligible 
for  disability  benefits.  This  leaves  only 
30,500  blind  persons  who  are  working  and 
earning  more  than  $458.00  per  month,  and 
these  people  would  be  the  potential  new 
beneficiaries. 

The  most  important  provision  of  this  bill 
is  to  remove  the  earnings  limit.  This  would 
provide  the  greatest  possible  work  incentive 
for  166,000  blind  persons  who  are  now  re- 
ceiving Disability  Insurance  and  SSI  pay- 
ments. These  people  will  be  stimulated  to 
join  the  labor  force  (and  thus  begin  paying 
into  general  revenues  and  the  Social  Secu- 
rity trust  fund).  This  income  (which  has  not 
been  estimated  by  Social  Security)  would 
reduce  the  already  low  cost  of  this  bill. 

ISSUE:  "This  is  a  good  thing  for  the 
blind;  but  if  we  adopt  this  provision  for 
them,  we  will  have  to  adopt  it  later  for  all 
the  disabled;  and  the  system  cannot  afford 
that." 

RESPONSE:  Laws  should  focus  on  the 
unique  problems  which  people  have;  and 
the  barriers  the  blind  face  are  more  specif- 
ically economic  than  the  barriers  facing 
other  disability  groups.  Other  groups  have 
major  problems  with  architectural  or  other 
physical  barriers,  or  frequently  a  physical 


or  mental  inability  to  compete  at  all  in  the 
job  market.  The  blind  are  able  to  work, 
and  can  compete  in  most  jobs  on  an  equal 
basis  with  the  sighted.  But  they  are  pre- 
vented from  doing  so  by  negative  employer 
attitudes.  A  Gallup  poll  showed  that  Amer- 
icans fear  blindness  more  than  any  other 
handicap,  and  this  means  that  the  blind — 
although  the  most  able  of  the  handicapped 
groups  to  hold  jobs — are  the  last  to  be  hired 
and  the  first  to  be  fired.  In  addition,  the 
costs  incidental  to  working  (such  as  readers, 
drivers,  or  technical  devices  to  replace  sight), 
added  to  the  uniformly  lower  wages  the 
blind  are  paid,  often  make  it  economically 
unfeasible  for  the  blind  to  go  to  work.  Other 
disability  groups  have  far  more  pressing 
problems  than  this  economic  disincentive 
(problems  requiring  different  kinds  of  solu- 
tions); but  this  bill  will  help  to  remove  the 
major  barriers  the  blind  of  this  nation  face, 
and  will  allow  them  to  join  the  mainstream 
of  our  economic  and  social  life.  It  is  a  very 
specific  solution  to  a  specific  problem  fac- 
ing the  bhnd. 

For  more  information 
please  contact: 

James  Gashel 

Director,  Governmental  Affairs 

National  Federation  of  the  Blind 

1800  Johnson  Street 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21230 

(301)  659-9314 
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A  THANKSGIVING  MESSAGE  AND  A  POSTSCRIPT: 
FROM  TENNESSEE  TO  THE  A.C.B. 

bvlAMESCASHEL 


In  the  Braille  Monitor  of  November, 
1980,  we  described  occurrences  in  Tennessee 
involving  the  state's  vending  faciUty  pro- 
gram and  the  relationship  between  the  state 
agency  which  runs  the  program,  known  as 
Tennessee  Business  Enterprises,  and  the 
bhnd  vendors  who  operate  businesses  un- 
der its  control.  We  also  reprinted  a  letter 
from  Curtis  Shepherd,  President  of  the  Ten- 
nessee Blind  Vendors  Association  and  Na- 
tional Legislative  Chairman  of  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard  Vendors  of  America  (RSVA). 
The  Tennessee  developments  have  far  reach- 
ing and  profound  implications,  and  the 
impact  of  what  has  occurred  will  likely  not 
end  solely  with  the  immediate  and  tangi- 
ble victory  we  have  now  achieved  in  reform- 
ing Tennessee's  vending  facility  rules.  The 
Tennessee  experience  underscores  not  only 
the  difference  in  terms  of  relative  strength 
everybody  knows  exists  between  the  Fed- 
eration and  the  American  Council  of  the 
Blind  (ACB),  but  it  also  shows  that  we  have 
a  fundamentally  different  orientation  to- 
ward the  system  of  social  service  and  re- 
habilitation agencies  which  often  control 
the  lives  of  blind  people.  We  have  often 
observed:  "The  proof  of  a  thing  is,  does 
it  work?"  Whatever  else  there  is  to  be  learned 
so  far  out  of  Tennessee  we  know  that  the 
Council  and  its  front  group  of  Randolph- 
Sheppard  Vendors  do  not  or  cannot  work — 
that  is,  they  have  proven  conclusively  that 
they  were  simply  unable  to  deal  construc- 
tively with  the  problems  which  blind  vendors 
in  Tennessee  were  facing. 

On  November  27,  1980  (Thanksgiving 
Day),  Curtis  Shepherd  wrote  once  again  to 
lone  Miller,  National  President  of  the  Ran- 
dolph-Sheppard  Vendors  of  America  to  give 


some  firsthand  and  personal  testimony  as 
to  how  RSVA  and  the  Council  did  not  work 
for  the  blind  of  Tennessee.  His  letter  is  re- 
printed below,  along  with  one  written  a  few 
days  later  (December  1,  1980)  from  Betty 
Sue  Shepherd  (Curtis's  wife)  who  was,  until 
her  letter,  a  National  Board  Member  of  an- 
other ACB  front  group  known  as  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Blind  Teachers  (NABT). 
These  letters  from  Curtis  and  Betty  Sue 
Shepherd  tell  it  like  it  is  and  lay  it  on  the 
line.  As  you  read  them,  you  will  want  to 
remember  that,  at  the  time  when  the  Ten- 
nessee problems  were  developing  and  the 
Tennessee  vendors  searched  in  despair  for 
assistance  from  their  own  state  ACB  af- 
filiate (not  to  mention  their  many  unre- 
turned  phone  calls  to  Durward  McDaniel, 
National  Respresentative  for  ACB  in  Wash- 
ington), the  President  of  the  Council's 
affiliate  in  Tennessee  was  Otis  Stephens, 
one  of  the  biggest  NACsters  of  them  all. 
You  will  also  remember  that  this  same  Otis 
Stephens,  being  the  NACster  that  he  is,  had 
his  own  solution  to  the  problems  of  the  Ten- 
nessee vendors  which  was  (apparently  with- 
out shame  or  discomfort)  to  call  upon  the 
National  Federation  of  the  Blind  to  join 
with  him  in  convincing  the  vendors  that 
they  ought  to  settle  down.  We  didn't,  and 
they  didn't,  and  the  results  are  now  part 
of  our  history  of  continuing  victories  on  be- 
half of  all  bUnd  people. 

Here  are  the  letters  from  Curtis  and  Betty 
Sue  Shepherd.  Indeed,  we  can  give  thanks 
for  the  organization  we  have  built,  as  well 
as  people  such  as  these,  who  are  experienc- 
ing for  the  first  time  the  benefits  of  working 
in  concert  with  other  blind  people  who, 
through  the  Federation,  are  seeking  nothing 
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nothing  more  than  first-class  status  and 
equal  opportunity  for  the  blind. 


November  27,  1980 

Dear  lone: 

Betty  Sue  and  I  have  returned  home 
from  spending  this  Thanksgiving  Day  with 
my  brother,  his  wife,  their  little  son,  and 
other  relatives.  It  has  been  a  pleasant  day 
for  all  of  us.  With  my  personal  faith  in 
the  Lordship  of  Jesus  Christ,  I  am  deeply 
thankful  for  my  salvation,  my  wife,  our 
free  nation  and  I  am  very  thankful  for 
my  job  and  various  daily  blessings.  In- 
cluded among  those  blessings,  admittedly, 
is  the  help  our  Tennessee  Committee  of 
Blind  Vendors  has  received  from  the  Na- 
tional Federation  of  the  Blind.  A  lot  of 
things  have  happened  since  the  Louis- 
ville Convention  this  past  July,  and  I  am 
now  compelled  to  share  some  of  them 
with  you. 

As  you  know,  the  Blind  Vendors  Com- 
mittee has  struggled  since  its  beginning  to 
play  its  federally  mandated  role  with  the 
S.L.A.  (State  Licensing  Agency,  Tennes- 
see Business  Enterprises)  in  Tennessee. 
We  have  endured  many  hardships  and  nu- 
merous legal  battles.  Small  strides  forward 
were  made,  but  those  of  us  on  the  Com- 
mittee concerned  about  its  true  role  re- 
cognized that  we  needed  expert  help.  We 
anticipated  getting  that  help  in  the  per- 
son of  Mr.  Durward  K.  McDaniel.  We 
were  at  first  hurt  that  he  did  not  seem 
willing  to  actively  help  us,  and  have  now 
become  informed  that  he  could  not  help 
us  because  of  his  role  of  friendship  with 
Mr.  Pinkney  C.  Scale  (former  state  agency 
Director).  To  be  perfectly  candid,  some 
of  us  were  actually  afraid  to  receive  help 
offered  by  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  because  we  had  always  been  ad- 


vised by  the  A.C.B.  that  they  are  such  an 
obnoxious  outfit.  However,  the  majority 
of  the  Tennessee  Committee  staked  their 
seats  and  their  reputations  on  the  line, 
and  voted  to  receive  the  offer  by  Mr. 
James  Gashel  on  behalf  of  the  Federa- 
tion to  assist  us  in  our  battles.  They  have 
gone  to  untold  expense  to  aid  us,  and  have 
done  so  very  successfully.  Just  one  week 
ago  today,  Mr.  Milton  Bolton  conveyed 
to  me,  by  phone,  that  the  Department 
has  accepted  in  full  the  work  of  the  Sub- 
Committees  from  the  State  Licensing 
Agency  and  from  the  Blind  Vendors  Com- 
mittee. This  is  only  phase  one  (in  revising 
the  Tennessee  Vending  Facility  Rules), 
and  the  Federation  is  pledged  to  assist  us 
through  phase  two,  and  the  promulga- 
tion of  both.  Many  of  us  in  our  volunteer 
state  have  discussed  the  help  of  the  Fed- 
eration, but  that  they  truly  appreciate  the 
dedicated  and  effective  efforts  of  the 
N.F.B.  True,  there  are  a  few  that  still 
think  that  it  is  the  worst  thing  that  has 
ever  happened,  but  they  are  a  small  mi- 
nority. Even  some  members  of  the  State 
Licensing  Agency  now  speak  of  the  Com- 
mittee with  awe  and  respect.  Mr.  Bolton 
has  made  concrete  personal  commitments 
to  me  that  as  long  as  he  has  a  voice,  the 
Committee  will  play  its  participatory  role 
with  the  Agency.  The  Federation  has  not 
operated  in  an  unbecoming  manner,  but 
has  performed  intelligently,  working  with 
various  members  of  State  and  Federal 
Government  to  apply  appropriate  but 
ethical  pressure  on  the  Department  and 
State  Licensing  Agency  to  insure  cooper- 
ation and  participation  by  the  Agency 
with  the  Committee.  So,  you  see,  I  have 
reason  to  be  thankful. 

On  the  other  hand,  lone,  I  have  been 
saddened  by  a  number  of  things  I  have 
learned,  factually,  about  the  A.C.B.  Mr. 
LeRoy  Saunders  was  our  Banquet  Speaker 
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at  the  Tennessee  Council  of  the  BHnd 
Convention  just  one  year  ago  this  past 
Labor  Day  weekend.  I  have  had  admira- 
tion and  respect  for  him,  but  upon  learn- 
ing how  he  and  others  supportive  of  A.C.B. 
maneuvered  to  have  a  staged  opposition 
luncheon  right  in  the  hotel  where  the 
N.F.B.  was  holding  its  Annual  Conven- 
tion this  past  summer,  I  lost  all  respect 
for  him,  and  began  to  see  that  some  seem- 
ingly angelic  leaders  within  the  A.C.B. 
may  be  more  devious  than  the  people  in 
the  N.F.B.  that  they  have  made  such  harsh 
accusations  about.  We  have  also  learned 
that  A.C.B.  made  all  manner  of  fuss 
about  the  N.F.B.  attempting  to  take  over 
the  Minneapolis  Society  for  the  Blind. 
Betty  Sue  and  I  had  bleeding  hearts  and 
we  joined  the  A.C.B.  Proxy  drive  to  pre- 
vent the  N.F.B.  from  its  goal.  Since  then, 
we  have  heard  actual  accounts  of  people 
that  have  been  clients  there,  and  the  aw- 
ful way  they  are  treated.  Some  of  them 
feel  that  the  only  way  things  will  ever  be 
corrected  at  the  Society  is  for  the  N.F.B. 
to  assert  itself,  as  it  has  been  effectively 
doing  in  Tennessee.  Furthermore,  the 
N.F.B.  allowed  proper  A.C.B.  repre- 
sentatives to  review  their  Proxy  lists,  but 
to  my  knowledge,  to  this  date,  the  A.C.B. 
has  not  yet  submitted  to  the  Court  Order 
to  allow  the  N.F.B.  to  have  the  equal  priv- 
ilege. 

Also,  in  the  Nash  case  in  Georgia,  where 
the  Federation  has  done  such  an  ef- 
fective job  representing  Mrs.  Nash,  the 
only  two  witnesses  called  to  support  the 
Agency  against  Mrs.  Nash  were  two  of 
our  R.S.V.A.  members.  Has  our  organi- 
zation become  a  vehicle  to  protect  the 
State  Licensing  Agencies,  rather  than  an 
association  to  work  for  the  rights  and 
best  interest  of  deserving  managers?  I 
have  observed  Mr.  McDaniel's  unwill- 
ingness to  move  in  behalf  of  managers 


against  the  State  Agency,  and  also,  his 
unsuccessful  attempts  to  get  things  done 
otherwise,  such  as  his  recent  appeals  case 
in  the  Federal  Court. 

Another  deep  concern  is  the  involve- 
ment of  N.A.C.  (National  Accreditation 
Council  for  Agencies  Serving  the  Blind 
and  Visually  Handicapped).  Not  knowing 
the  real  intent  of  N.A.C,  I  have  sup- 
ported what  I  believed  to  be  it's  goal  of 
updating  agencies.  I  have  now  learned 
that  it  is  a  group  of  individuals  attempting 
to  place  a  protective  fence  around  the 
agencies.  This  is  certainly  not  conducive 
to  the  needs  of  deserving  blind  people 
who  fail  to  receive  appropriate  services, 
or  to  Committees  of  blind  vendors  which 
know  the  truth  about  their  agency. 

Finally,  I  personally  realize  that  I  often 
hold  a  minority  view  among  my  friends 
on  the  R.S.V.A.  Board,  probably  because 
I  do  hold  more  aggressive  persuasions  syn- 
onymous with  the  N.F.B.  ... 

To  this  date,  I  can  truthfully  tell  you 
that  my  wife  (Betty  Sue)  and  I  have  not 
joined  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind.  As  you  may  know,  she  is  a  member 
of  the  National  Board  of  the  National 
Association  of  Blind  Teachers,  as  well  as 
me  a  member  of  the  Board  of  R.S.V.A. 
We  both  cherish  the  friendships  of  those 
who  voted  us  into  these  positions.  How- 
ever, we  both  have  a  higher  commitment 
than  positions  or  personal  glory.  We  want 
to  do  the  most  for  the  cause  of  bhnd 
people,  and  we  are  willing  to  do  that 
whether  in  roles  of  leadership  or  in  hum- 
ble capacities.  We  were  recently  told,  in- 
directly, that  we  are  not  any  longer  con- 
sidered members  of  the  local  A.C.B. 
affiliate.  That  does  not  really  bother 
us,  because  we  joined  as  lifetime  members, 
and  up  until  this  time  have  not  asked  to 
be  removed  from  A.C.B.  What  does 
bother  us  is  the  attitude  of  A.C.B.  and 
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numerous  A.C.B.er's  toward  the  very 
genuine  needs  of  blind  people.  For  ex- 
ample, at  a  recent  A.C.B.  chapter  meeting, 
a  motion  was  made  by  a  blind  person 
who  is  not  himself  a  vendor,  that  the 
said  chapter  donate  $100  toward  Mr. 
Atchley's  (a  private  attorney  representing 
the  Committee  of  Blind  Vendors)  legal 
fees  for  services  he  rendered  prior  to  the 
N.F.B.'s  help.  Mr.  John  Brown,  a  vendor 
of  many  years,  moved  to  table  that  mo- 
tion. I  simply  ask  why  the  Federation  has 
spent  thousands  of  dollars  to  help  us, 
when  the  prevailing  attitude  of  A.C.B. 
is  toward  supporting  the  Agency,  rather 
than  the  blind  people.  lone,  I  do  not 
intend  to  tell  you  or  anyone  else  that  the 
N.F.B.  is  perfect,  but  Betty  Sue  and  I 
have  discovered  that  it  is  the  organization 
attempting  to  do  the  most  for  the  blind 
people,  rather  than  trying  to  protect  the 
Agency.  You  are  intelligent  and  I  respect 
you  personally,  and  I  am  sure  that  by 
now  you  realize  that  Betty  Sue  and  I  are 
going  to  be  giving  up  our  positions  on 
our  A.C.B.  affiliated  Boards,  and  leav- 
ing the  American  Council  of  the  Blind 
to  join  and  work  with  the  National  Feder- 
ation of  the  Blind.  We  are  not  shirking 
our  responsibilities,  but  rather  endeavor- 
ing to  use  our  lives  in  the  best  interests 
of  our  minority  people! 

I  am  letting  this  letter  serve  as  notifi- 
cation to  you  of  the  vacancies  which  my 
absence  will  create,  and  to  let  you  know 
of  our  withdrawing  from  A.C.B.  You 
may  share  this  letter  with  anyone  you 
wish,  as  I  will  be  making  copies  and  shar- 
ing it,  too.  There  are  many  blind  people 
who  know  me,  and  trust  me,  and  they 
have  a  right  to  know  what  I  am  doing 
and  why  I  am  doing  it.  I  do  wish  to  close 
by  reiterating  that  Betty  Sue  and  I  will 
not  be  joining  with  the  N.F.B.  for  the 
purpose  of  hurting  the  people  we  love  in 


A.C.B.  It  is  our  hope  that  what  we  can 
do  within  the  N.F.B.  will  be  of  help  to  all 
blind  people,  from  coast  to  coast.  I  wish 
that  the  blind  movement  could  be  one  in 
mind  and  spirit,  working  together  to  ac- 
complish the  goals  and  dreams  of  the 
majority  of  blind  people,  which  in  my 
mind,  is  to  live  in  a  country  in  which 
sightless  individuals  can  work,  live  and 
pursue  happiness  side  by  side  by  nor- 
mally sighted  fold  and  not  be  treated  as 
second-class  citizens.  lone,  you  are  a 
woman  to  be  admired,  and  even  though 
at  this  point  we  view  things  differently, 
I  still  hold  respect  and  admiration  for 
you,  and  1  trust  that  Betty  Sue  and  I  will 
continue  to  receive  the  same  from  you 
and  our  other  friends.  However,  if  we  do 
not,  I  do  know  that  God  on  high  knows 
the  desire  of  our  hearts,  and  I  believe 
history  will  be  candid  with  our  intent  and 
efforts  to  work  toward  a  freer  America 
for  every  blind  man,  woman,  boy  and 
girl  living  within  the  borders  of  our  great 
Homeland.  So  long  and  may  God  bless 
you! 

Respectfully, 
Curtis  M.  Shepherd 


December!,  1980 

Mrs.  Edna  Schmidt,  President 
National  Association  of  Blind  Teachers 

Dear  Edna: 

First,  let  me  thank  you  for  your  invita- 
tion to  attend  the  Semi-Annual  Board 
Meeting  of  the  N.A.B.T.  I  do  wish  to  ad- 
vise you  that  I  will  not  be  able  to  attend, 
for  various  reasons  including  my  sched- 
ule. 

Second,  though,  there  are  other  reasons 
which  would  preclude  that  I  not  attend, 
even  if  my  schedule  allowed  for  it.  Through 
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the  vendors  of  Tennessee  and  their  Com- 
mittee of  BHnd  Vendors,  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  to  observe  the  National  Fed- 
eration of  the  BHnd  in  operation.  I  have 
also  visited  their  headquarters  in  Balti- 
more, along  with  my  husband.  I  have 
had  opportunity  to  learn  more  about  their 
Blind  Teachers  Division,  and  now  feel 
that  the  American  Council  of  the  Blind 
and  their  National  Association  of  Blind 
Teachers  are  not  as  progressive  in  their 
movement  as  the  N.F.B.  Therefore,  it 
would  be  unfair  to  both  A.C.B.  and 
N.A.B.T.,  as  well  as  to  me,  for  me  to  re- 
main affiliated  with  organizations  that 
are  not  attempting  to  do  the  maximum 
for  the  blind.  I  am  of  a  personal  persua- 
sion that  blind  people  need  an  organiza- 
tion that  is  willing  to  actively  assert  itself 
in  order  to  bring  about  needed  changes 
for  the  visually  impaired  of  our  country. 
Even  as  a  student  teacher  I  have  already 
observed  problems  imposed  on  a  sight- 
less teacher  when  they  try  to  function  in  a 
world  of  sight.  I  understand  that  folk  al- 


ready in  the  profession  endure  many  dif- 
ficulties, mainly  because  there  is  not  a 
supporting  organization  willing  to  en- 
force existing  laws,  and  seek  progressive 
change.  But,  my  concern  extends  to  all 
blind  individuals,  and  I  want  to  be  a  part 
of  a  movement  that  is  sensitive  to  the 
needs  of  all  of  our  people,  and  that  will 
work  effectively  towards  that  end. 

Finally,  without  ill  feelings  toward  any- 
one, I  am  submitting  my  resignation  to 
N.A.B.T.,  and  subsequently  to  A.C.B. 
so  that  I  can  join  forces  with  the  com- 
mitted blind  people  working  with  the 
N.F.B.  to  try  to  make  America  a  better 
place  in  which  to  live,  work  and  enjoy 
the  pursuit  of  happiness.  I  shall  always 
remember  my  friends  I  have  met  through 
A.C.B.,  because  I  am  not  joining  the 
N.F.B.  for  the  purposes  of  fighting  the 
A.C.B.,  but  rather  to  work  constructively 
for  the  cause  of  all  blind  people. 

Sincerely, 

Betty  Sue  Shepherd 


OF  ELEGANT  ELEPHANTS  AND  OTHER  MATTERS  CONCERNING 
THE  JACOBUS  tenBROEK  MEMORIAL  FUND 


From  Lawrence  (Muzzy)  Marcelino 
3315  Cabrillo  Street 
San  Francisco,  California 

Dear  Fellow  Federationists: 

Half  a  year  has  passed  since  our  great 
1980  Convention  was  adjourned.  Prior  to 
adjournment  the  Honor  Roll  Call  of  States 
was  held  in  accordance  with  the  tradition 
and  custom  of  several  years  past.  Affiliates 
and  chapters  are  here  reminded  of  their  re- 
spective pledges.  We  respectfully  request 
the  affiliates  to  fulfill  their  pledges  as  soon 
as  possible  if  they  have  not  already  done  so. 


Make  checks  payable  to:  tenBroek  Memo- 
rial Fund,  1800  Johnson  Street,  Baltimore, 
Maryland  21230.  Please  do  not  make  checks 
payable  to  the  National  Federation  of  the 
Blind  or  put  the  Federation's  name  on  the 
checks.  These  are  not  donations  to  the  Fed- 
eration but  to  the  tenBroek  Fund. 

At  our  1981  annual  convention  not  only 
will  the  Honor  Roll  of  States  be  called  for 
contributions  and  pledges  to  the  tenBroek 
Memorial  Fund  but  a  very  Elegant  Elephant 
Sale  will  once  again  be  held.  Federationists 
are  urged  to  bring  all  of  the  truly  Elegant 
Elephants  that  they  can  carry.  Please  do 
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not  bring  junk!  Bring  articles  that  people 
will  want  to  buy. 

It  would  be  most  helpful  if  you  would 
label  your  articles  (notice  that  I  used  the 
plural— not  the  singular — for  we  want  many) 
and  declare  the  reasonable  price  that  each 
should  bear. 

Mrs.  Joy  Smith,  President  of  the  Santa 
Barbara  Chapter,  has  consented  once  again 


to  serve  as  Sales  Manager.  Federationists 
are  asked  to  volunteer  their  services  as  sales 
persons  when  the  exhibit  room  is  open.  If 
you  are  willing  to  respond  to  this  appeal  for 
your  services  as  sales  persons  please  write 
or  telephone:  Mrs.  Joy  Smith,  707  La  Roda 
Avenue,  Santa  Barbara,  California  93111, 
(805)  967-7442. 


ooosococcooooecoocococcccososoGoocceaoccoooocoooosososcceosooof 

RECIPE  OF  THE  MONTH 

by  RAMONA  WALHOF 

HAMBURGER  STROGANOFF 

Ingredients: 

1  pound  ground  beef 

1  medium  onion 

Ya  green  pepper 

1  can  cream  of  mushroom  soup 

1  small  can  mushrooms 

Brown  the  onion  and  the  ground  beef  in  a  skillet.  Salt  and  pepper  to 
taste.  Then  drain  off  any  excess  grease.  Add  the  mushroom  soup  and 
diced  pepper.  Simmer  ten  minutes.  Add  the  mushrooms.  Serve  over  rice 
or  noodles.  Add  one  large  dollop  of  sour  cream  to  each  plate  when 
served.  For  a  crowd,  double  or  triple.  (Simple  and  tasty.) 
>soeoeosoooooc>ooooooc<soocoooooc<sooosooeooo<soc<ooooaococosoeoo< 
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MONITOR  MINIATURES     Q  n  D  D  □  D 


D  From  Jim  Schaffer 

8512  Remington  Lane 

Austin,  TX 
Dear  Fellow  Federationists, 

A  Monitor  Miniature  appeared  in  the 
September  1980  Braille  Monitor  in  which  I 
asked  about  showing  in  AKC  (American 
Kennel  Club)  obedience  trails.  I  want  to  ex- 
press my  appreciation  to  those  who  called 
or  wrote  about  this.  I  did  get  a  copy  of  the 


AKC  rules  and  they  are  specific  on  the  sub- 
ject of  handicapped  handlers. 

The  AKC  obedience  regulations  state  that 
handicapped  handlers  who  can  move  about 
the  ring  without  special  assistance,  except 
during  the  group  exercises,  shall  be  allowed 
to  compete.  They  go  on  to  state  that  a  dog 
shown  by  such  a  handler  shall  complete  all 
the  required  parts  for  that  class  and  shall 
be  penalized  for  not  doing  so,  just  as  any- 
one else  would  be. 

I  found  that  I  was  treated  as  an  equal  as 
far  as  judging  and  scoring  was  concerned. 
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It  seems  that  so  often  we  expect  a  battle 
when  none  is  necessary,  and,  if  my  limited 
experience  is  any  guide,  none  is  necessary 
here. 

D  From  Charles  Biebl 

6910  Bank  Street 

Bahimore,MD  21224 
Please  tell  your  readers  that  if  any  of 
them  would  like  to  receive  the  entire  Braille 
Bible,  King  James  version.  Grade  2  Braille, 
they  should  write  to  me  in  Braille  and  re- 
quest what  they  want — the  entire  Braille 
Bible,  or  Bible  parts  (either  New  or  Old 
Testament).  These  books  will  be  sent  free 
of  charge  and  will  probably  arrive  a  few 
volumes  at  a  time,  not  all  at  once.  Nobody 
will  be  refused. 

D  From  John  Knall,  President 
NFB  of  Cleveland 

Glenn  H.  Hoffman,  Cleveland,  Ohio, 
last  surviving  blind  founder  of  the  NFB  died 
on  January  7th  of  this  year,  after  breaking 
his  hip.  He  was  91. 

He  founded  the  Mutual  Federation  of  the 
Blind  of  Ohio  in  1937  and  was  present  at 
the  founding  of  the  NFB  in  1940  at  Wilkes- 
Barre,  Pennsylvania.  He  served  on  the  Ex- 
ecutive Board  of  the  Federation  in  the  early 
years.  Glenn  was  involved  and  active  in  or- 
ganizations of  the  blind  since  1906. 

D  The  baby  boom  continues.  On  Janu- 
ary 28,  1981(allegedlyat  11:00  in  the  morn- 
ing), Joanne  Fernandes  gave  birth  to  a  baby 
boy.  As  most  Federationists  know,  Joseph 
and  Joanne  Fernandes  live  in  Louisiana. 


The  baby  was  delivered  by  Dr.  Spencer 
Lewis,  who  is  the  blind  physician  we  have 
been  defending  in  his  battle  with  the  Loui- 
siana State  Medical  Licensing  Board,  which 
made  efforts  to  revoke  his  license  several 
times  last  year  because  of  his  blindness. 
Both  Dr.  Lewis  and  his  patients  seem  to  be 
happy  with  his  performance.  By  their  actions 
Joseph  and  Joanne  Fernandes  give  irrefut- 
able evidence  that  they  believe  what  they 
have  been  saying  about  the  competence  of 
Dr.  Lewis.  At  the  critical  time  they  put  the 
life  and  health  of  Joanne  and  the  baby  on 
the  line.  Their  actions  speak  with  even  more 
force  than  their  words.  At  last  report  both 
mother  and  baby  were  doing  well. 

a  NFB  of  North  Dakota  state  president, 
Donna  Sorenson  married  John  Hemp  Jan- 
uary 10,  1981.  (In  Presidential  Release  #64 
we  incorrectly  reported  the  name  as  "Kemp.") 
The  Hemps  are  making  their  home  in  Rugby, 
North  Dakota. 

n  Other  recent  weddings  should  be  re- 
ported: Fred  Schroeder  and  Cathy  Nusser 
were  recently  married  and  have  moved  from 
Nebraska  to  New  Mexico,  where  Fred  is 
teaching.  Gary  Doty  (President  of  our  Lin- 
coln, Nebraska,  Chapter)  and  Jane  Carlson 
were  recently  married.  Late  in  December 
Dan  Duffy,  who  was  President  of  the  NFB 
of  Arizona,  and  Sharon  Monthei,  who 
teaches  at  the  Iowa  Commission  for  the 
Blind,  were  married.  They  are  making  their 
home  in  Des  Moines.  Jim  Carlock  is  now 
President  of  the  NFB  of  Arizona. 


